Project Radicalization: Why do "they" hate "us"? by Eggert, Lasse et al.
Roskilde Universitet     Roskilde University                                                                 
Den samfundsvidenskabelige bacheloruddannelse The Bachelor Study Programme in Social Science 
 
 
Lasse Eggert, Mathias Foged, Martin Jensen, © 2014 
 
 
Cover page for the project report – 3rd semester, BP 3: 
 
 
Year: 2014   
 
Semester: 3rd 
 
House: 21 (SIB) 
 
Project title: Project Radicalization: Why do “they” hat “us”?  
 
Project supervisor: Mantë Vertelyte 
 
Group No.: 18 
 
Students (full name and student ID No.):  Lasse Eggert – 52122 
    Mathias Foged – 52668 
    Martin Jensen – 53398 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Number of characters in the assignment (excluding appendices1): 141266 
 
 
The requirements towards the size of the project report depend on the group size:  
In groups of two to three members, the required size is 40 to 60 standard pages. In groups of four to five 
members, the required size is 50 to 70 standard pages. In groups of six to seven members, the required size 
is 60 to 80 standard pages. In groups of eight members, the required size is 70 to 90 standard pages. 
Appendices are not included in the calculation of the number of pages and characters. If the project report 
deviates from the above specification of the number of pages and characters, it will be refused assessment, 
which means that the student(s) cannot participate in the examination. Appendices are not included in the 
calculation of the number of pages and characters. A standard page has 2,400 characters per page.  
                                                 
1 This cover page is not included as it is for administrative use only and therefore not part of the project report 
Roskilde Universitet     Roskilde University                                                                 
Den samfundsvidenskabelige bacheloruddannelse The Bachelor Study Programme in Social Science 
 
 
Lasse Eggert, Mathias Foged, Martin Jensen, © 2014 
Project Radicalization:  
Why do “they” hate “us”? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Roskilde Universitet     Roskilde University                                                                 
Den samfundsvidenskabelige bacheloruddannelse The Bachelor Study Programme in Social Sciences 
1 
 
Table of Content 
 
1.Introduction ....................................................................................................................................... 3 
2. Methodology ...................................................................................................................................... 7 
Structure of the Project ................................................................................................................ 8 
Ontology ............................................................................................................................................ 8 
Research Methods ........................................................................................................................... 9 
Empirical Data ................................................................................................................................ 11 
3. Analytical & Theoretical Framework .......................................................................................... 12 
Risk ................................................................................................................................................... 12 
Combined Critical Discourse analysis ....................................................................................... 16 
Intro .............................................................................................................................................. 16 
Underlying Theoretical Considerations ................................................................................... 17 
Power ........................................................................................................................................... 17 
Laclau & Mouffe’s Discourse Theory ........................................................................................ 18 
Discourse ..................................................................................................................................... 18 
Nodal Points, Articulation, Chains of Equivalence and Discursive Struggle ............... 19 
Hegemony, Identity, Myth and Antagonism ........................................................................ 21 
Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis .................................................................................. 22 
The Micro Level ......................................................................................................................... 22 
The Meso and Macro Level ...................................................................................................... 24 
4. Radicalization - State of the Art ................................................................................................. 27 
Definitional Opening ..................................................................................................................... 27 
Sociological School ........................................................................................................................ 29 
Social Movement Theory ............................................................................................................. 30 
Inductive Approach ....................................................................................................................... 31 
5. Analysis ............................................................................................................................................ 32 
Discourse Analysis of Walter Laqueur: “The Terrorism to Come” (2004) ...................... 32 
Secondary Data Analysis: Radicalization as a Precursor to Violence ............................... 34 
Discourse Analysis of Marc Sageman: “Radicalization of Global Islamist Terrorists” 
(2007) ............................................................................................................................................... 35 
Secondary Data Analysis: Radicalization as a Process and the idea of Extremism ....... 37 
Discourse Analysis of Olivier Roy: “Islamic Terrorist Radicalization in Europe” (2007)
 ........................................................................................................................................................... 38 
Roskilde Universitet     Roskilde University                                                                 
Den samfundsvidenskabelige bacheloruddannelse The Bachelor Study Programme in Social Sciences 
2 
 
Discourse Analysis of John Horgan: “From Profiles to Pathways and Roots to Routes: 
Perspectives from Psychology on Radicalization into Terrorism” (2008) ...................... 39 
Secondary Data Analysis: The Dichotomy Issue ..................................................................... 42 
Discourse Analysis of Clark McCauley & Sophia Moskalenko: “Mechanisms of Political 
Radicalization: Pathways Toward Terrorism” (2008) .......................................................... 43 
Discourse Analysis of Leuprecht, Hataley, Moskalenko & McCauley: “Containing the 
Narrative: Strategy and Tactics in Countering the Storyline of Global Jihad” (2011) 45 
Secondary Data Analysis: Radicalization, Jihad, Muslims and Risk .................................. 47 
Discourse Analysis of Peter Neumann: “The Trouble with Radicalization” (2013) ..... 48 
Secondary Data Analysis: The Relative Nature of Radicalization and the Perception of 
Risk ................................................................................................................................................... 50 
Findings ........................................................................................................................................... 52 
6. Discussion ........................................................................................................................................ 54 
Perspectives and Lessons to Consider ................................................................................. 55 
7. Conclusion ....................................................................................................................................... 58 
8. Bibliography .................................................................................................................................... 60 
Books ................................................................................................................................................ 60 
Book Chapters ................................................................................................................................ 60 
Documents ...................................................................................................................................... 61 
Journal Articles ............................................................................................................................. 61 
 
 
  
Roskilde Universitet     Roskilde University                                                                 
Den samfundsvidenskabelige bacheloruddannelse The Bachelor Study Programme in Social Sciences 
3 
 
1.Introduction 
 
In recent years, in particular post 9/11, focus of governments, security agencies and 
academic research in the western world has dramatically risen on terrorism and the 
process of radicalization of which many believe is the key to understand how individuals 
become terrorists. The events of 9/11 and shortly thereafter constituted the beginning of 
an era characterized by unprecedented international efforts in a race for a commonly 
shared vision. The proclaimed ‘War on Terror’ in the aftermath of the attack on the 
World Trade Center succeeded in what many other appeals to the international 
community never reached - an involvement and dedication on a greater cause of 
humanity rarely seen before. In the wake of the international outcry alliances were 
forged, promises were given, wars were fought and thousands of people lost their lives, 
yet the human understanding of the social problem of terrorism and what fuels it, is far 
from just reaching under the surface. 
The topic has taken a firm grip on academic research, placing a great deal of emphasis on 
understanding and stopping the process of radicalization towards anti-democratic and 
violent tendencies, especially, if not exclusively, within the Muslim world. A well-known 
echo for people who have read Huntington’s “Clash of Civilizations”. In this article, 
published 1993 in the quasi-scientific journal “Foreign Affairs”, Huntington argues that 
the World’s different civilizations are incompatible for living together a peaceful and 
harmonic life through cultural, social, political and historical differences which will 
ultimately result in “clashes” of these different civilizations along the contemporary 
“fault-lines” that roughly divide the different cultural and social realms in a spatial 
understanding, for example, the Occident and the Orient (Huntington, 1993).   
 
Terrorism and radicalization is still a central issue of the agenda of international security. 
With the rise of IS (Islamic State) and its continuing recruitment of new soldiers, the 
issues of integration of Muslims within several Western countries, and the lack of 
agreement in both defining and explaining terrorism and radicalization in academia 
could indicate that the efforts towards understanding and preventing terrorism is far 
from adequate years after 9/11 (Sedgwick, 2010). How can it be possible that despite the 
enormous international effort, terrorism is still a widespread phenomenon? In the post 
9/11 era, questions about the characteristics of terrorism, as well as the right means to 
counter it has become a significant challenge on a political and academic level. The goal 
of examining the root causes of terrorism have found their way to the agenda of social 
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research. The re-, or new emerged public, political and academic interest on terrorism in 
the post 9/11 era and the attempt to build up a foundation for the understanding of ‘what 
goes on before the bomb goes off’ led recently to the increase of academic work on the 
concept of radicalization (Neumann, 2008). Questions that deal with the phenomenon of 
how people, considered well-integrated in the Western world, are undergoing a 
transformative process that challenge and overturn values, beliefs and norms existing in 
these societies and succeed in creating ideologically, politically and socially extremely 
differing viewpoints which then become adopted - a process known as ‘radicalization’.  
 
“We don’t know—nor, it appears, are we ever likely to know—why some young men resort to violent 
extremism and others do not. Nor, it seems, has there been any consistent notion of what is meant by 
‘radicalization’, with the last five years providing a legacy of confusion as to what forms of 
‘radicalization’ should be the focus of a counterterrorism strategy.” 
(Richards, 2011, p. 143). 
 
From this we see that it is clear that the efforts made so far, have not brought up any 
consensus on the field, with opponents as well as proponents of the current state of 
scientific guidelines for security agents and governments. This creates the suspicion that 
de-radicalization efforts are not functioning to the extent hoped for, meaning that the 
understanding of radicalization and terrorism itself has not come to an applicable and 
effective end state yet. This in mind, it becomes evident that the understanding of 
terrorism and, in particular, the still relatively infantile understanding of the process of 
radicalization held by researchers and scholars, attempting to cope with these issues, is 
possibly not developed enough to grasp the complex reality of a possible radicalization 
process.  
 
The claim of this project is that the terms “radicalization” and “terrorism” recently have 
become entangled to the extent that a reality has been constructed surrounding the 
concept of radicalization which neglects its relative and subjective contingencies and is 
far from rigorous in its scientific proceedings. As Githens-Mazer in relation to 
radicalization explains:    
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“As radicalism and radicalization have been framed as issues of good or bad and as extremist or 
moderate, a truism seems to have emerged: ‘We like good radicalism and radicalization, but do not 
like bad radicalism and radicalization – we like challenges to some things, but believe challenges to 
others to be an existential risk to the continued functioning and existence of society.’ What constitutes 
‘valued’ radicalism and radicalization versus risky radicalism and radicalization is, however, 
subjective, decided not so much by a wider society, but by those with their hands on the tiller of the 
status quo – the elites who control what is deemed ‘normal’ practice and to whom many of the 
challenges are directly addressed” (Githens-Mazer, 2012, p. 557). 
 
This quotation indicates that radicalization is based on the underlying notions of context 
and subjectivity, as also Wildavsky is pointing out as shown beneath. Githens-Mazer 
writes that the context in which the ‘norm’ and the ‘radical’ are being defined and 
produced is pivotal to the perception of these concepts. A possible depreciation of the 
contingent awareness of such concepts may produce possible fallacies and cause 
inadvertent fallout, which this project attempts to examine. As it is with the perception of 
‘radical’, the perception of risk also depends on the context and perspective of the 
postulating individual, institution or just from the perspective of the status-quo. This 
leads to the research question the project sets out to answer:  
 
 Which trends and possible fallacies exist in the discourses on radicalization and 
how are these developed through discursive practice and reflected in the 
research?   
 
The main focus of this project is the task to investigate the discourses of the up-to-date 
state of research of radicalization in relation to the field of terrorism, and the 
counterterrorism discourses developed in the academic society and examine how the 
concept of radicalization have developed in social science research within the field of 
terrorism studies. The aim with such an approach is a theoretical project aiming at 
contributing to the novel understanding of a scientific concept that by now is argued to 
be dominated by the voice of risk and national security concerns (Heath-Kelly, 2012). 
This could assist in the process of generating a differentiated and comprehensive view of 
the concept of radicalization. In the project it is argued that the perception of risk is of 
normative and relative nature, with the potential for racial and ethnic disputes and that 
this component of a research field  working on policy advices should be considered. 
Normative and relative concepts can construct many different realities for different 
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people. As risk-sociologist Aaron Wildavsky already pointed out in 1979 with rather 
frightening precision:  
 
“How extraordinary! The richest, longest-lived, best-protected, most resourceful civilization, with the 
highest degree of insight into its own technology, is on its way to becoming the most frightened...Is it 
our environment or ourselves that have changed? Would people like us have had this sort of concern 
in the past? Imagine our reaction if most of modern technology were being introduced today. 
Anyone aware of the ambience of our times must be sensitive to the strong possibility that many 
risks, such as endless automotive engine explosions, would be postulated that need never occur, or, if 
they did, would be found bearable. Wouldn't airliners crash into skyscrapers that would fall on 
others, killing tens of thousands? Who could prove otherwise? Even today there are risks from 
numerous small dams far exceeding those from nuclear reactors. Why is the one feared and not the 
other? Is it just that we are used to the old or are some of us looking differently at essentially the 
same sorts of experience?” (Wildavsky, 1979, p. 32). 
 
The quotation above displays very fitting that risk as a feeling, perception or social 
phenomenon is something blurry for many people. The statements that “Why is the one 
feared and not the other?” and that people are looking “differently at essentially the same 
sorts of experience” indicates that risk is not just risk and that more lies behind it than 
initially thought. It show that risk is far from constituting any measurable positivistic 
value and thus, any concept with risk at its foundation should be carefully handled with 
appreciation of its nature. This is investigated further in the subsequent chapters of the 
project. In practice, the project aims at creating a brief overview of the state of research 
within the framework of radicalization. In addition, discourse analysis of selected texts is 
applied in order to show prevailing discourses within the field of terrorism and 
radicalization studies. In the then following discussion, we reflect on our findings, 
possible shortcomings and applicability in a broader context and end with an overall 
conclusion.  
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2. Methodology 
 
In this section the methodic and methodological standpoints applied in this project are 
outlined in order to provide the reader with the necessary information that is needed to 
understand the course of practice of this project as well as to make sure that the 
methodological considerations are described in a way that enables the reader of this 
project to follow our thoughts and reproduce the project if desired. The project is mainly 
centered around the scientific concept of radicalization and its state of research, since 
radicalization as a scientific concept was developed or at least came to play significant a 
role in the understanding and explanation of terrorism which will be further elaborated 
on through the project. 
Some clarifications have to be made before the project can go on with describing further 
methodological considerations and analytical and theoretical framework. The question 
here is why the project looks at academic research instead of other spheres included in 
the complex chain of implications of radicalization, which there is no doubt about is a hot 
topic not only in the scientific world. The focus on the research can partly be explained by 
the initial literature review which left us wondering about the of the stated problem - an 
understanding of how individuals become terrorists which is seemingly based on 
arguably gratuitous, though understandable, associations with a specific social group and 
risk factors.  The initially obtained perspective which the existing literature provided, did 
not seem to answer this and thus the decision was made to look closer at the state of 
research and the theoretical thoughts behind it. The project group is aware of  the 
underlying assumption at play throughout this project, namely a possible connection 
between scientific research and public-decision making, which then would transfer 
research findings and discourses into society. To discuss to what extent these findings are 
adopted in the political and public sphere and to provide evidence of such processes 
would go beyond the scope of this paper, although this theme is taken up in the 
discussion part of the project in order to give room to reflect on the findings of the project 
in a wider social and political context. 
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Structure of the Project 
 
In chapter 3 the project’s methods, methodological and theoretical considerations are 
described as well as an elaboration on the analysis methods is done. In chapter 4, the 
project aims to give a brief overview of the state of research on radicalization including 
schools of thoughts and approaches as well as key scholars and researchers of the field of 
inquiry. Chapter 5 constitutes the analysis of the project, where the beneath outlined 
method of Combined Critical Discourse Analysis (CCDA) is applied on relevant scientific 
articles selected on the basis of a literature review in order to investigate the constructed 
discourses present in scientific research first hand. Chapter 6 provides findings from the 
analysis and discusses these together with perspectives on possible implications for the 
political agenda setting and public domain. The last section of the project summarizes the 
main findings and their discussion in a concluding chapter.  
 
Ontology 
 
The project adopts the ontological perspectives of social constructivism. Thus social 
constructions is the underlying theme of this project. As social constructivism does not 
adhere to traditional positivistic ‘objectivity’ or ‘truth’, the project seeks to examine the 
discursive meanings and social constructions derived from the discourse analysis, but 
also how they might influence and change perceptions, or enforce old ones. It can be 
argued that social constructionists acknowledge the existence of ‘objectivity’ but in a 
socially constructed way itself. This would mean that any perceived objectivity is seen 
just as any other social construction. So instead of aiming at exposing positivistically 
objective ‘misconceptions’, the project instead examines positions, reflections, 
hegemonies, ideologies and discourses.  
 
In the book about “The social construction of what?” written by Ian Hacking (1999),  he 
asked in his first chapter “why ask what?”. This leads up to the notion of why we have to 
ask ourselves the ‘what question’. We take an example as he does, and ask ourselves what 
is a terrorist or for the sake of having something that lies closer to our topic, what is an 
extremist/radical? Hacking (1999) tells us of how an idea is formed within a social 
setting/ ‘matrix’. The ‘matrix’ he describes is everything the idea inhabits and that all this 
shapes the idea on the other hand, or in our example, the notion of what is an 
extremist/radical?  A point in Hacking’s chapter is where he talks of the social 
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construction of women refugees, which are seemingly what they are because the notion 
itself is something made of the social constructions of social circumstances. He refers to 
the idea that “One can also argue that this contingent classification, and the matrix within it is 
embedded, changes how some women refugees feel about themselves, their experiences, and 
their  actions.” (1999, p. 11). It defines our core argument of why we work from a social 
constructivist viewpoint. The problem with radicalization is that the idea of it seems 
inevitably leading to the notion of extreme acts, and as it is, will be argued to be to a large 
extent a hegemonic perception. We meet Hacking’s precondition; “In the present state of 
affairs, X is taken for granted; X appears to be inevitable.”. 
 
Reasons for this can be based upon what we are trying to accomplish with this project. 
What we are looking at are perspectives. We will not try to denounce the relevance and 
validity of a research field, we are not making a commitment to say that certain scientific 
research under parts of investigating radicalization are epistemological unfruitful. The 
social constructivist approach is adopted for the insight into different subjective 
perspectives and understandings it gives, and the partial methodological adherence to 
Faircloughs poststructuralist Critical Discourse Analysis of discourses as constituted and 
constitutive, which will be elaborated on, is an approach from which, this perspective 
allows for ‘critical’ analysis of discursive practices under the overarching approach of 
social constructivism. It can be hard to distinguish between poststructuralism and social 
constructivism, afterall they both work under what can be called as a belief of relativism 
(Detel, 2001; Harvey cited in Patton, 2001). By acknowledging certain social 
constructions (discourses) as having relative hegemonic status and thus being 
constitutive of further evolution of discourses, this arguably allows for a better 
understanding of the construction of underlying hegemony in our theoretically socially 
constructed world. 
 
Research Methods 
 
In this project two different methods are applied to assess the data of the field of inquiry. 
In order to give an overview of the literature and state of research in chapter 4, secondary 
data analysis as a method was considered most suitable for the task at hand. The task was 
to provide the reader and ourselves with the greatest possible overview of the research 
done on radicalization in a comprehensive way that does not break the scope of this 
paper and thus a well-considered limitation of length of the overview has been applied as 
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secondary data analysis enabled us to obtain (Dargentas, 2005). In that chapter, a 
selection of key review articles of experts in the research field were drawn upon in order 
to make an overview of the literature. Secondary data analysis has also been used in 
order to substantiate possible fallacies in the examined discourses used in the research 
field of terrorism and radicalization in the analysis. Even though the secondary data 
analysis was applied to gather knowledge about methodological accounts, the focus here 
lies on scholars and researchers critical of the research, though other popular voices are 
included to substantiate the argumentation.   
 
In the analysis in chapter 5 a combined discourse analysis developed from both Laclau 
and Mouffe’s discourse theory (DT) and Faircloughs’ critical discourse analysis (CDA) 
(which will from this point be termed “Combined Critical Discourse Analysis (CCDA))” 
was used in order to assess existing scientific material and build upon some of the critical 
points uncovered by the preceding sections and further them by applying CCDA and the 
underlying theoretical considerations described below. The CCDA applied in this project 
draws on the analytical concepts of Norman Fairclough’s three dimensional model of 
CDA, complemented with the ideas Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe and their 
respective theories in the field of discourse analysis. How components of these three 
scientists are merged for the analysis is described in detail in the section on the analytical 
and theoretical framework found below. CCDA is used in this project with the intention 
to point out “that our ways of talking do not neutrally reflect our world, identities and social 
relations but, rather, play an active role in creating and changing them.” as Jørgensen and 
Phillips put it (2002, p. 1). In this regard, CCDA is applied in the project in order to 
identify the discourse(s) existing in studies on terrorism and radicalization with the 
analytical tools of Laclau and Mouffe and to map possible intertextuality and 
interdiscursivity through Faircloughs concepts. In addition, Jørgensen and Phillips 
indicate that a possible “research topic could be the ways in which expert knowledge is conveyed 
[...] and the implications for questions of power and democracy. How are claims to expert knowledge 
constructed and contested [...] and how are competing knowledge claims ‘consumed’ by [...] 
audiences?” (2002, p. 2). Based on these statements and on the more detailed elaboration 
on CCDA found below, a detailed justification is given for why CCDA is applied in the 
context of this project.  
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Empirical Data 
 
Analysis material in this section were chosen with the background of relevance of the 
studied area. This means that articles have been chosen which were publicated in 
scientific journals and of scientific nature. Material and publications of quasi- or non-
academic nature has been excluded to limit the analysis to academia to the greatest 
possible extent. Material includes articles with keywords like ‘radicalization’, ‘terrorism’, 
‘home-grown terrorism’, etc., and which were published in journals of certain focus on 
the topic which among others are “Journal of Strategic Security”, “Studies in Conflict & 
Terrorism”, “Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies”, “Democracy and Security”, etc. 
The choice of our sample reflects our aim to analyze how discourses are constructed, 
maintained or changing and is based on a cross reference of several review articles on 
radicalization research in relation to terrorist studies. The review articles used are Randy 
Borum’s review article “Radicalization into Violent Extremism I: A Review of Social 
Science Theories” from 2011; Randy Borum’s review article    “Radicalization into Violent 
Extremism II: A Review of Conceptual Models and Empirical Research” from 2011; Anja 
Dalgaard-Nielsen’s review article “ Violent Radicalization in Europe: What We Know and 
What We Do Not Know” from 2010; Gary LaFree’s and Gary Ackerman’s review article 
“The Empirical Study of Terrorism: Social and Legal Research” from 2009 and Rik 
Coolsaet’s “Jihadi Terrorism and the Radicalisation Challenge: European and American 
Experiences.” from 2013. 
 
Scholars who appeared with their names and in focus of all four of these were regarded as 
having enough influence and impact in the research field to include them in the analysis 
material. This was done in order to consolidate the attempt to illustrate discursive trends. 
Although only trends, the influence and impact of the included authors strengthen any 
assumption of the importance of their respective discourses. In regards of the choice 
between books or articles, we chose articles because they are usually either a summary of 
main arguments of books, or an introduction to the arguments and findings which the 
book will consist of. The articles was then chosen from the authors on basic chronology     
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3. Analytical & Theoretical Framework 
 
The theoretical consideration underlying CCDA which are briefly pointed out here are to 
show how the original thoughts of power and its relations formed the foundation of our 
CCDA. It contribute to the understanding of why CCDA is applied in this project and 
what theoretical implications it has on the findings of the project. The theoretical 
framework of power relations shall be seen as foundation of the understanding of CCDA, 
which is then applied in the analysis. This framework chapter also provides a theoretical 
assessment of the perception of risk since risk is argued to form, if not the basic 
foundation, then a significant component of the concepts of terrorism and, in particular, 
that of radicalization which is argued for in the respective section of risk. These 
considerations forms the foundation and aims to legitimize the project to assess risk and 
thus radicalization as something normative, non-definable which forms a red thread 
throughout this paper. By this, the position of this project in regards to risk related 
concepts should become clear. 
 
Risk 
 
Dealing with a concept that in the contemporary debate is inevitably linked to the 
perceived risk of attacks on civilians, military, objects and other institutions, calls to 
some extent for the theoretical assessment of how individuals and groups construct and 
perceive risks of all natures. As the project sets off from a constructionist approach, it is 
more or less clear that risk itself can come in many differing shapes to many different 
people and thus meaning a lot of different things that are far from definable and clear cut 
as others may think. This can be attributed to risk as something happening in the future, 
not in the very moment, as the prominent German risk-sociologist Ulrich Beck (2002) 
argues in that the catastrophe happening right now is not the definition of risk, it is the 
anticipation of it that constitutes the definition. Nevertheless, the following definition 
from the British academic Royal Society sheds light on how risk can be defined and 
assessed outside the realm of social constructionism as the project shows below. The 
Royal Society (1992 cited in Denney, 2005, p. 17) states that risk is: “The probability that a 
particular adverse event occurs during a stated period of time, or results from a particular 
challenge. As a probability in the sense of statistical theory risk obeys all the formal laws of 
combining probabilities.” 
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What is striking here is the focus on probability which is linked to statistical probability 
and thus becomes calculable in a breach with many other angles of ‘risk theory’. Due to 
the calculability of the conception of risk here, risk is seen in its positivistic light, 
meaning that the unpredictability of the future is made predictable in an attempt of 
control of factors and measures building on the natural sciences as statistics, physics, 
mathematics, chemistry and biology to rule out the occurrence of any potential hazard 
(Denney, 2005). This conception of risk attempts to assess the probability of the 
occurrence of such in regard to the individual or any organization as well as the attempt 
to aggregate the probability on a wider population and thus becomes a managerial tool of 
risk assessment. 
 
In connection with this project, the individual positivistic approach is failing to explain 
why some phenomena are taken for risky and others not, which leads the project to look 
further into the social and cultural approach of ‘risk theory’. In this approach the 
positivistic nature of the conception of risk is assessed in the light of social and cultural 
context, which according to researchers in this field is crucial to understand how risk is 
calculated and more important perceived and by this constructed on the background of 
social and cultural norms. Douglas and Wildavsky (1983), authors of a famous study on 
the relationship between risk and culture postulate that between the private, subjective 
perception of risk and the public, and a more positive perception there is a middle area 
which constitutes for culture and the shared beliefs, norms and values found in a 
community/society. An ignorance of the cultural and social as arbitrary is thus limiting 
the view on the perception of risk. 
Furthermore,  Douglas and Wildavsky argue that despite of the individual psychological 
approach finds that private persons are less likely to consider remote probabilities of any 
hazard, the cultural approach suggests that the anticipation of “the most relevant of any 
improbable bad outcomes” has already taken place in a prior commitment and comes 
with the following example: “The least threat to law and order or news of foreign weaponry sets 
the hierarchist in a tremble, long before it seems likely to others that rioting or invasion is 
imminent.” (Douglas & Wildavsky, 1983, p. 187). This indicates that risk or just the news of 
it are perceived differently dependent on the context of the subject. 
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Also Adam Burgess summarized examples of risk reactions and points out: “Examples 
indicate that reactions (to risk) are shaped far more by prevailing sociocultural norms than the 
(potential) hazard itself.” (Burgess, 2015, p. 58). This indicates that reactions to risks and 
thus their assessment can not entirely be explained by the positive approach mentioned 
before, due to the importance of the social and cultural context this happens in. The 
conception of risk cannot completely be attached to the objective perception, rather it 
needs recognition that risks are perceived and constructed by the social and cultural 
spheres they are a part of. In other words, it is impracticable to separate the object of 
study from the subject of study.   
 
An example of a hazard perceived in ways that lead people to ascribe less importance to 
the positivistic approach and any following rationale is the case of the Tōhoku earthquake 
and the following tsunami that hit Japan’s east coast in early spring 2011 - far more 
known as the Fukushima nuclear disaster. The earthquake and the tsunami - two 
geologically, physically causal events - resulted in widespread devastation and 
approximately 20.000 casualties. The perceived real threat by many, however, was the 
Fukushima nuclear plant which was damaged though had not a single death as a result. 
In fact, not a single person have died or been harmed yet from the damaged reactor and, 
in general, natural hazards constitute for far more casualties  and devastation than every 
nuclear accident and event including nuclear radiation taken together. Yet, the public 
awareness and perception of the real risk was undoubtedly and with great skewness 
towards the Fukushima nuclear plant, with many not even remembering the name 
“Tōhoku” earthquake (Burgess, 2011). 
 
What does Fukushima have in common with terrorism and in particular radicalization 
which forms the core of this project, many may ask. A common denominator of these 
phenomena has been investigated and termed “a new species of trouble” by sociologist 
Kai Erikson in the 1990’s looking on people’s dreads of chemical and radiation accidents. 
New forms of troubles, which in contrary to natural hazards, are not spatially bounded 
and “an all clear is never sounded. The book of accounts is never closed’’ (Erikson cited in Slovic, 
2002, p. 425). This means that people perceive these new species of trouble much more 
dreadful than conventional natural hazards due to their limitless and complexity in 
comparison to an earthquake or flood which are physically visible phenomena. Paul 
Slovic, one of the leading scholars in risk perception is categorizing terrorism as it 
happened, for example the 9/11 attacks as these new species of trouble (Slovic, 2002). In 
the same line David Denney argues “The relative ease with which it was possible for terrorists to 
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carry out four independent attacks using civil aircraft simultaneously has increased the all-
encompassing perceived risk of international terrorism that can strike anywhere in the world at any 
time.” (2005, p. 146). 
 
Scholars have tried to understand why the elementary perception of risks has the ability 
to lead to collective action in the face of the improbable outcome of being a victim of an 
attack attributed to terrorism. One explanation takes place within the perception of risks 
that lie outside the realm of conventional natural hazards and argues that the new species 
of risks, in particular, terrorism is perceived as threat for humanity and thus any 
attribute of compensation - in case of that a terrorist attack takes place - disappears, 
leading to a strong need for prevention since any compensation is unrealistic in regards 
to the perceived magnitude of such events. An institutionalized security claim arises 
calling for the control of something which existence is uncertain or highly improbable. 
(Beck, 2002; 2006). “Global terrorism appears to present dangers which are simultaneously 
external, internal and unknowable. The construction of the terrorist as a global, and possibly 
national and cultural, risk makes it extremely difficult to identity (sic) the enemy.” (Denney, 2005, 
p. 147). 
 
This creates a situation in which the prevention of risks related to terrorism becomes a 
dominant approach to the problem, and whether this cures the causes or just the 
symptoms is highly debated and contrasted. But what should become clear is that the 
precautionary approach and measures have dominated the global response to the 
perceived risks of terrorism and consequently attacks. This understanding led to a 
preponderance of prevention and state security over “the need to gather evidence as to the 
nature of the risk posed by terrorism.” (Denney, 2005, p. 147). So it is argued that a 
disproportion in evidence and perception can become a problem in assessing risks and 
threats objectively and in a positivistic nature. It is the attribution of causalities that link 
risk objects to danger and result in risk perceptions which are quite detached from any 
evidence or experience (Hilgartner, 1992). Another problem when talking about risks and 
their perceptions is the notion that these somehow become intertwined with the actual 
hazard itself, thus, creating ambiguity in a context that by itself is dealing with the 
uncertainty of future events. Perceptions can thus create a greater fear for risks than 
others which, objectively, are far more hazardous or likely to happen as shown in the 
Fukushima example (Burgess, 2011). 
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With the provided theoretical framework of risk perception and, in particular, the 
emerging controversies when dealing with these in regard to global terrorism shown in 
the paragraph above in mind, the project dives in the subsequent sections into the 
construction of radicalization as a concept and how the differing perceptions and 
discourses of it is guiding its research in directions which will be argued to possibly be 
counterproductive to the issues it aims to remedy. 
 
Combined Critical Discourse analysis 
 
Intro 
 
A point which Jørgensen and Phillips (2002) make is, that whenever you use discourse 
analysis it is beneficial to tailor it to the nature of the given problem field. Linking or even 
exchanging different methods and theoretical perspectives is looked upon positively. 
Based on this, we need to think of our problem formulation, and specifically tailor our 
methods in discourse analysis to accommodate for where our focus lies and what we want 
to uncover. For this project we build our analytical framework from a combination of the 
analytical concepts of DT by Laclau and Mouffe and the macro-level concepts of 
Fairclough’s three-dimensional CDA model. Laclau and Mouffe serves through their 
concepts and theoretical perspectives on discourse to identify the discourses, with a focus 
on the nodal points/floating signifiers and their articulation which will be elaborated on 
later. This will be used to analyze the discourses and discursive struggles at play in the 
empirical data. This leads to the fusing of Fairclough’s macrolevel ideas, as they serve to 
gain a broader picture of their socially structural implication. The end goal is an analysis 
that both uncovers the discourses at play within our problem field, but also put them into 
context of social relations and in broader context through the ideas of intertextuality, 
interdiscursivity and the construction of underlying discourses, which will relate to our 
problem field of radicalization and the perception of risk. 
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Underlying Theoretical Considerations 
 
Power 
 
One of the central concepts which discourses revolves around is its basis on power, from 
the perspective which entails, that discourses, their production and reproductions are in 
parts constructed by constituted power in society. The quote by Clegg (2001) shows why 
discourse analysis is exercised, and what the notion of power in society means: 
 
“... Nonissues, nondecision making, the construction of agendas, and the mobilization of 
bias through everyday routines, had all been introduced to show how power is 
accomplished through covert means, through inaction, rather than through overt 
exercise of causal power.” 
 
Laclau and Mouffe also share a similar notion of power within their theoretical 
perspective; 
 
“Objectivity is sedimented power where the traces of power have become effaced, where it has been 
forgotten that the world is politically constructed (Laclau 1990:60). Our understanding of Laclau 
and Mouffe’s theory is that power and politics are two sides of the same coin, where power refers to 
the production of objects such as ‘society’ and ‘identity’, while politics refers to the always present 
contingency of these objects. Objectivity, then, refers to the world we take for granted, a world which 
we have ‘forgotten’ is always constituted by power and politics.” (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p. 
38) 
 
If we see their notion of what is political (the movements of power) and the political 
constructions (movements of power which has become traceless), it can very well be 
argued to be a perspective alike  ‘power in society’. Fairclough’s aim of CDA, is to uncover 
the underlying power  (the power in society) which drives some social relations, and thus 
uncovers the hidden social injustice behind certain discourses. An appropriate relation 
between Laclau, Mouffe and Fairclough is established behind the power in society. 
 
Within our research questions’ scope, the emphasis on power in society lies in how 
discourses are influenced by the social practises with theoretical relations to the concept 
of risk. As CCDA is to an extent based on the notion of power from this view, we start of 
introducing our considerations on how the concept of risk plays into our CCDA structure. 
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In entering the analysis between the discursive practises and their relations with the 
social practises, we need (according to Jørgensen & Phillips (2002)) to have a theoretical 
framework that explains how the social interacts and relates, which is why we take some 
further liberty with the notions of power that CCDA works within, expand upon them and 
cultivate it to our ontological standpoint. Dealing with this concept helps us to 
understand that certain social factors are likely to influence the perception of anything 
risk related, why research on radicalization seems to have a goal of risk reduction 
constituted by the idea of partial control of future potential risks, and while all research 
beseech to enlighten or answer, this could have a relatively strong relation to research on 
radicalization, which could have implications for radicalization research when tied with 
violent extremist behavior. 
 
Laclau & Mouffe’s Discourse Theory 
 
Discourse 
 
In order to provide the conceptual analytical tools which will be utilized to identify the 
discourses within research on radicalization, the project draws on the concepts described 
in Laclau and Mouffe’s Discourse theory. As the project needs to put the identified 
discourses in relation to each other on an abstract level, the more complex theoretical 
perspectives on the social world constituted by Laclau and Mouffe will not be delved into, 
as we deem the analytical approach of Fairclough more suitable for the analysis. The 
analysis will be founded in deconstructing a certain discourse step-by-step through the 
focus on the respective concepts of nodal points, floating signifiers, chains of equivalence, 
articulation, myth and discursive struggle. This will assist in analyzing the discourses in 
the academic research papers, and from here, Fairclough’s more practical perspectives on 
intertextuality and interdiscursivity will be operationalized to build an analytical bridge 
from the textual analysis to the problem area of the project regarding radicalization as a 
concept, and the implications of the affiliated discourses for further study. 
 
To understand the foundation of the post-structuralist view on discourse and 
construction of meaning, we borrow the metaphor used by Jørgensen and Phillips (2002, 
p. 25): 
 
“We suggested that the structuralist view of language can be understood in terms of the 
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metaphor of a fishing-net: all linguistic signs can be thought of as knots in a net, deriving their 
meaning from their difference from one another, that is, from being situated in particular positions 
in the net. The post-structuralist objection was that meaning cannot be fixed so unambiguously and 
definitively. Poststructuralists agree that signs acquire their meanings by being different from each 
other, but, in ongoing language use, we position the signs in different relations to one another so that 
they may acquire new meanings. Thus language use is a social phenomenon: it is through 
conventions, negotiations and conflicts in social contexts that structures of meaning are fixed and 
challenged” 
 
Beginning from the point of a discourse in itself, a discourse is an attempt to ‘fixate’ the 
fishing net so that each knot in the web is positioned in a specific way, i.e. constituting 
meaning attributed to each particular sign, or in Laclau and Mouffe’s terms ‘signifiers’. If 
we look at what Jørgensen and Philips (2002) describe as the field of discursivity, every 
sign can theoretically be attributed any possible meaning that we can conceive of, from 
the field of discursivity which is all possible meanings, but it is when an element, 
something that does not possess any meaning by itself (everything) is drawn from the 
field of discursivity and attributed a certain meaning that turns it into a ‘moment’, which 
is created by the mediation of an element into our understanding. This ‘moment’ is what 
turns an element into a signifier, thus establishing the first step in creating a discourse. 
Although it is important to mention that a moment never reaches complete closure, it 
never become completely fixed, and will to a certain degree always be debated, as 
different discourses provide different meanings to the elements. 
 
Nodal Points, Articulation, Chains of Equivalence and Discursive Struggle 
 
Specific signs in the net is argued to be significant in the manner that the meaning of 
these signifiers constitute the meaning of signifiers related to it, other knots moves 
accordingly to the privileged signifiers, which Laclau and Mouffe terms as a nodal point, 
which are the centers of the struggles of discourses. A nodal point is when a the 
privileged signifier becomes halted and fixated, but only within a certain discourse. In 
their view, this is a rather hypothetical condition in a broader social context, as there will 
never be consensus of all discourses of meaning over a nodal point, and from this comes 
the conception of how a nodal point becomes a floating signifier, with different 
discourses trying to fixate the same privileged signifier. This signifier will thus be the 
center of a discursive struggle where different meanings are attributed to the signifier, 
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thus creating different discourses, striving to hold power over the web of meaning 
through a metaphorical ‘tug of war’ (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002).  
The strive is thus to fixate meaning to the nodal point, defining a central signifier as ‘true’ 
and from this, other meanings relating to the nodal point are positioned according to the 
meaning of the nodal point:  
 
“For example, in communist ideology and discourse, the signifier ‘communism’ is a nodal point that 
binds together other pre-existing signifiers such as ‘democracy’, ‘state’, and ‘freedom’, rearticulating 
them into new meanings different from those used in competing discourses“ (Rear 2013, p.6) 
 
Drawing from this example, communist ideology provides one discourse, whereas during 
the era of the cold war, ‘communism’ as a nodal point would attribute completely 
different meaning to the relating signifiers if used in a Western discourse.  
The articulation of signifiers is thus the process of how we shape the meanings attributed 
to signifiers through texts, how we describe it, verbally or written, and the connotations 
we attribute to them to form a discourse. As Rear cites (Laclau & Mouffe cited in Rear, 
2013, p.7): 
 
“Articulation is ‘any practice establishing a relation among elements such that their 
identity is modified as a result of the articulatory practice’, while a discourse is‘ the structured 
totality resulting from this articulatory practice’” 
 
Chains of equivalence is thus constructed by relating signifiers to each other in a chain of 
meaning which is ultimately contingent of the nodal point. By articulating the nodal 
point, meaning is assigned to the key signifiers orbiting around the nodal point and 
meaning can thus be equated to these key signifiers and further attributing meaning to 
moments connected to the key signifier, establishing a chain of equivalence in a 
discourse. Jørgensen and Phillips give an example in relation to the nodal point ‘Man’:  
 
The discursive construction of ‘man’ pinpoints what ‘man’ equals and what it differs from. For 
instance, a widespread discourse equates ‘man’ with ‘strength’, ‘reason’ and ‘football’ (and many 
other things) and contrasts that with ‘woman’: ‘passive’, ‘passion’ and ‘cooking’.The discourse thus 
provides behavioural instructions to people who identify with man and woman respectively which 
they have to follow in order to be regarded as a (real) man or woman. It is by being represented in 
this way by a cluster of signifiers with a nodal point at its centre that one acquires an identity. 
(Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p.43) 
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By forming chains of equivalence from the nodal point, a discourse is thus constructed. 
Another important aspect is the idea of how the formation of myths within a discourse 
forms society, the construction of social identities as seen in the example, and how 
discourses can create antagonisms of certain social groups by establishing  hegemony 
through creating consensus on myths. 
 
Hegemony, Identity, Myth and Antagonism 
 
“We continuously produce society and act as if it exists as a totality, and we verbalise it as a totality. 
With words like ‘the people’ or ‘the country’ we seek to demarcate a totality by ascribing it an 
objective content. But the totality remains an imaginary entity (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, 
p.39) 
 
A myth is when a nodal point refers to a totality, creating a discourse which aims to 
define for example a social group of a nationality. In Laclau and Mouffe theory, myths are 
inevitable but nevertheless not true. It is how we form our reality from discursive practice 
and thus only a representation of reality, and by this it may be distorted to a certain 
degree (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002).  
 
Hegemony is thus established when different discourses creates perceived ‘objective 
truth’ of a nodal point within a partially unified discourse. In relation to identities and 
antagonisms, this can create meaning in a discourse associated with a specific identity as 
for example ‘man’, when aspects of the identity ‘man’ becomes naturalized and widely 
accepted as ‘normal’. Thus we can see how antagonisms can occur. When social 
identities form within different discourse, the logical result is the creation of ‘us’ and 
‘them’ principles. By defining what a nodal point, which refers to an identity is, what is 
not is defined simultaneously, thus creating antagonisms of opposing identities and 
social groups. This is central as it contributes to structure our social world by categorizing 
different people into different societal myths (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002).   
 
By this it is possible to sketch out the analytical tool.  
By identifying the floating signifiers/nodal points that a discourse revolves around, we 
can analyze the articulation of this particular concept and identify the meanings 
constructed, and the strive to make these definitions naturalized and ‘objective’. As 
Jørgensen and Phillips (2002) describe it, it is when we forget the contingency of a 
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certain nodal point that we fall under the illusion that it is objectively ‘true’ and by this, a 
concept which is according to these considerations relative, can be attributed meanings 
which through the power relations of discourses becomes naturalized. A relative meaning 
becomes absolute, thus establishing a dominance of a discourse over others. The 
implications for this is described through Faircloughs practical analytical framework, as a 
discourse which is perceived to be ‘objective’ can further reproduce itself through 
intertextuality, and thus create social injustices by establishing a hegemony of meaning 
and ideology, which neglects competing discourses, argued to be able to result in 
impacting different aspects of social life, for example, in research on radicalization. The 
analytical approach of Laclau and Mouffe will be used to identify and uncover the 
construction of discourses regarding terrorism and radicalization studies, while 
Faircloughs theory will be used to put the discourses into broader, critical social and 
ideological context. 
 
 
Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis 
 
CDA is modeled in three parts; text (micro level), discursive practises (meso) and social 
practises (macro). According to Faircloughs method (cited in Jørgensen & Phillips, 
2002), the discursive practises is supposed to bind the text and social practises together. 
The discursive practises are the undertaking of looking at the interacting discourses, but 
also looking into different processes a text has gone through. The last concept in the 
model serves to set the discursive practises into a broader social spectrum. What is the 
order of discourse, what is the spectrum of discourses at play and how do they form 
power relations in society? This is also where the non-discursive parts come into play, as 
hegemonic discourses can establish the power of some social practices from which 
discourses are constituted. 
 
The Micro Level 
 
Fairclough’s three dimensional model for critical discourse theory is illustrated as being a 
fixed order by himself, though the Jørgensen and Phillips (2002) point out that 
Fairclough is rarely starting on the micro-level stage of analysis himself, but rather that 
he often starts at the meso-level of analysis in order to identify any discourse therefore 
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the linguistic features of a text source (oral, written and visual) are analyzed in taken into 
consideration.  Some of the concepts which Fairclough then uses are the concepts of 
transitivity and modality. 
 
Transitivity deals with finding the hidden ideologies by pursuing whether the subjects 
and objects - in a grammatical understanding -  are connected  or not. By looking into 
where and whether an agent - in its linguistic sense-  is for example normalized, omitted 
or subjectively enforced by choice of words and grammar (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). A 
fictional example from a text of research on radicalization could be: ‘By investigating the 
process of radicalization, we may be able to determine what causes are instigated to the 
development of extremist behavior.’ Here we have two agents - 'radicalization’ and 
‘extremist behavior’ - which are seemingly normalized as being necessarily causal 
connected - the agency within radicalization is assumed to be causally linked with 
extremist behavior.  
 
Modality is the analysis of the authors affiliation or degree of affinity towards their given 
statements. Meaning the the author affiliate himself towards a statement, the authors 
connection to “truth” or the “hedging” towards a statement, can help identifying his 
affinity towards it. (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). While these are good examples of how 
to approach linguistic analysis, we as stated want to focus on other discursive processes 
in the analytical model. To do this, a choice was made to look into some of Laclau and 
Mouffe concepts within their theoretical approach to discourse to gain the tools to better 
identify the discourses before putting them in relation to each other and societal context.  
 
Jørgensen and Phillip’s book about discourse analysis suggests that the proposed order of 
analysis put forward by Fairclough is only an ideal one. Researchers and scientists are 
better off to tailor this to their own methodical wishes and needs by applying another 
order and to consider moving back and forth between steps before moving on (Jørgensen 
& Phillips, 2002). It is argued that starting identifying discourses at the micro-level is 
problematic since “texts have several meaning potentials that may contradict one another, and are 
open to several different interpretations”. (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p. 75) 
Thus, the attempt of identifying possible discourses at the micro-level will likely be of 
ambiguous nature due to the differing meaning potentials of texts. That is why also 
Jørgensen and Phillips in their ‘show-analysis’ start at the discursive practices at the 
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meso-level, partly, also due to the relational nature of how these practices shape the use 
of language.  
 
This is the reason for shifting this level of analysis out and instead use Laclau and 
Mouffe’s concepts to identify the different discourses at play. The meticulousness of 
linguistic analysis does not fit very well into what we want to uncover. Based on our 
research question, we are looking at what discourses are at play, how they interact and 
struggle, what implications this has and what underlying social concepts are affecting 
these discourses.      
 
The Meso and Macro Level 
 
The meso and macro level, has a relationship where they constantly interact as Jørgensen 
and Phillips (2002) refers to: “Interdiscursivity is a form of intertextuality. Intertextuality refers 
to the condition whereby all communicative events draw on earlier events.” (p. 73). As 
interdiscursivity is a level that works between both levels, and intertextuality is a form 
thereof which works from the meso level, where you look at the production and 
consumption of text, the interaction makes the two levels almost indistinguishable from 
one another. Especially because the consummation part is mostly speculated unless 
audience research is applied.    
 
Intertextuality is where one look at how a discourse draws upon a historical context, a 
former text, and how it reproduces meanings from pre-existing texts, putting them into 
historical context on the macro level. Instead of Faircloughs linguistic textual level, the 
project here draws on Laclau and Mouffe's textual concepts, meaning the applied 
analytical concepts that provides the lens through which we can see the articulation of 
these discourses (Rear, 2013).  
What can be done intertextuality in regards to the meso level, is looking at the part 
related to the (re)production of other texts, from which the articulated discourses drawn 
from in a historical context. You look back at research, but the problem in the 
consumption on the meso level also arrives here. While it is argued that researchers base 
much of their research on previous research, the question of ‘how’, the sociological 
context in which this is produced and consumed quickly becomes obscure as the 
complexity, number of reference points and how the text from which they are taken 
interact, is arguably difficult to keep track of. Though by binding Laclau and Mouffe 
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articulation of discourses with intertextuality where both constructs is based on “the 
fundamental idea that discursive practice builds on prior patterns while at the same time 
questioning them” (p. 20 Isaksson cited in Rear, 2013). One can argue that we are still 
keeping track of production and consumption of texts on the meso level by a discursive 
practices approach, with historical and ideological contexts, although not sociologically. 
The next process is then to look at what interdiscursivity is at play. Rear (2013, p. 21) 
explains the concept as following: 
 
“Interdiscursivity refers to articulation within and between orders of discourse, the configuration of 
macro-level discourses the producers of the text consciously or unconsciously draw upon; or as 
Candlin and Maley (1997: 212) put it, it is ‘the use of elements in one discourse and social practice 
which carry institutional and social meanings from other discourses and social practices. Fairclough 
argues that intertextuality and interdiscursivity can contribute either to the reproduction or the 
challenging of the established status quo. When discourses are mixed in conventional ways, this 
works towards the stability of the dominant order of discourse [hegemony] and, thereby,the 
dominant social order. If, however, they are combined creatively, creating new or hybrid discourses, 
this can act as a challenge to hegemony.” 
 
The interdiscursivity is thus where the concept is juggled between macro and meso level, 
you want to relate social relations, based from a non-discursive theory to the 
intertextuality. Thus trying to establish interdiscursivity on both sides one can start 
uncover and question the implication the concepts of ‘myth’ and ‘social imaginary’. The 
myth is by which a hegemonic discourse is established, because of an event which has in 
some form dislocated certain social structures. The personal interests from which 
different discourses are taking action towards the restructuring of elements from 
something that was formerly dislocated, is what sprouts a certain myth. (Rear, 2013). 
Social imaginary is then where through interdiscursivity a myth, which is practically seen 
as nodal point, (meaning it is inscribed by the interdiscursivity) has been formed from a 
consensus between some of the struggling discourses, thus establishing a hegemony of 
social imaginary (Rear, 2013).  
 
The non-discursive theoretical consideration of risk, will thus play a part on the macro 
level of the analysis. The project aims to relate identified discourses and the discursive 
struggles to the perception of risk as something constructed. Not only on the production 
or reproduction through interdiscursivity, but also the broader context for the discussion 
of the implications produced by this notion.  Using the concepts explained throughout 
the chapter, and thinking of the macro level approach can help form some analytical 
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guidelines to be used in our analytical framework by identifying discourses and to what 
extent they interact and draw upon one another through intertextuality and 
interdiscursivity and if they reproduce or challenge pre-existing hegemonic trends 
regarding myths and social imaginary. 
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4. Radicalization - State of the Art 
 
The project attempts to explore the current state of international research on 
radicalization towards more extreme opinions and ideological viewpoints which has been 
fuelled by various incidents of attacks on civilians committed by international acting 
extremist/terror organizations since the beginning of the 21st century. The project report 
will provide a brief review of the existing literature and research state, which is far from 
streamlined and hardly concentrated around one or two predominant opinions. 
Furthermore we use the state of the art to illustrate the ambiguities in the research field 
of radicalization and as such to set a legitimate ground for further analysis in which we 
will deconstruct the striking discourses on terrorism and radicalization. 
 
This section is based on review articles on the existing literature and other articles 
contributing to the understanding of the current state of research. The identified leading 
schools of thought constitute (a) the sociological school, which focus on the socio-
political and socio-demographic background of individuals who radicalize; (b) the school 
that emphasizes radicalization as a process within social movement theory (SMT) and 
underlying derived theories, which to a great extent deals with the social processes and 
complexities of individual and group dynamics and (c) studies that depart without any 
defined theoretical framework studying cases to inductively derive patterns of 
contributing factors which lead to some individuals radicalize and others not. The 
structure of the section is constructed around these main schools and their relatively 
contribution to the topic.   
 
Definitional Opening 
 
Despite the surge in research on terrorism and in particular radicalization after 2001, no 
consensus has been reached in defining the concept that is one of the academic 
buzzwords of our time and yet so disputed. This project will not engage in overcome the 
lack of definition considering the messy nature of the radicalization studies and that the 
term ‘radicalization’ means widely different things to different people (Dalgaard-Nielsen, 
2010; Schmid, 2004, 375). However, the project provides in the following some sample 
definitions in use, to point out the beforementioned  and to add to the understanding 
that the concept and the study thereof is an ambiguous endeavor. 
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For example, the Dutch Security Service (AIVD) is defining radicalization as: 
 
“Growing readiness to pursue and/or support - if necessary by undemocratic means - far 
reaching changes in society that conflict with, or pose a threat to, the democratic order.” 
(AIVD, 2005, cited in Borum, 2011, 12). 
 
The stress of this definition lies on the radical - an idea and/or ideology opposing the 
status quo. The norm here is clearly expressed by the term “democratic order”, whereas 
the radical is described as something that is “conflicting with” it. Emphasis is put on 
“readiness”, even though it remains blurry in what demographic scale - population, 
fragment, group, individual - we have to understand this readiness and whether there is a 
point when the growth of it reaches a critical level. 
 
The Danish Security Service (PET) defines radicalization as a process: 
 
“A process in which a person is increasingly accepting the use of undemocratic or violent 
means, including terrorism, in an attempt to achieve a specific political/ideological 
goals.” (Kühle & Lindekilde, 2010, 24). 
The “process [of] accepting” reflects in some way the “growth of readiness” in the 
definition of the AIVD. Noteworthy, too, is that radicalization is viewed in relation to 
terrorism unlike in the Dutch counterpart and also the endpoints of the radicalization 
process are here described more specific as “political/ideological goals”, still can the 
“specific” in front of it hardly increase the understanding of what these goals may be. 
 
Less surprising is that also researchers in the field are coming with a sea of definitions 
according to their respectively approaches and perspectives. Here, a definition from 
McCauley and Moskalenko are taken into consideration: 
 
“[...], radicalization means change in beliefs, feelings, and behaviors in directions that increasingly 
justify intergroup violence and demand sacrifice in defense of the ingroup.” (McCauley & 
Moskalenko, 2008, p.416). 
 
In this definition focus is put on the group and dynamics of group interaction. Another 
thing to note is that emphasis is one beliefs, feeling and behaviors, what might derive 
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from McCauley and Moskalenko’s approach which can be said is to a certain extent 
borrowed from the field of psychology. The project could go on with listing different 
definitions of radicalization, but it would literally breach the limit of this paper and as 
said earlier, listing more definitions of a concept which is highly debated would not 
contribute to any clarification attempts. The purpose of listing some of the existing 
definitions, however, was to exactly point out the debated nature of the field the project is 
nested in. In addition, what becomes clear of these definitions, actually consisting of 
some with operational power in the real world since their application by security services, 
is that many normative and vague words are in use such as: “growth of readiness”, 
“ideological/political goals” or “specific”. Nonetheless, in the next section the project 
aims at giving a short overview of the most popular approaches in the field of 
radicalization. 
 
Sociological School 
 
In this sub-field of studies on radicalization, researchers - mainly based in Europe - have 
focused on the cultural and socio-political conditions in Europe and their respectively 
relation to the phenomenon of radicalization. Main scholars of this approach are 
amongst others Farhad Khosrokhavar and Gilles Kepel which have pointed out that there 
is no simple and sole cause for individuals to become radicalized and, even though based 
on little empirical evidence, showed that individuals’ reaction to loss of identity and 
experienced challenges within the European cultural context are more strongly correlated 
with the radicalization of people than with simple grievances about political repression 
and economic deprivation (Dalgaard-Nielsen, 2010). This insight, although contested as 
shown later, is derived from the focus of the studies which seek to investigate how and 
why radical and violent views of Islam can be found in even middle-class Muslim 
diaspora groups all over Europe, arguably far away from the usual battlefields of violent 
Jihad. Here it is stressed that the individualized lifestyle, the trouble with finding its own 
identity and cultural aspects within Europe in combination with a perceived threat 
against Islam and Muslim in general around the world is fueling the readiness to engage 
in radical activities and the possibility for radical groupings and/or networks to tap these 
issues for recruitment sake (Dalgaard-Nielsen, 2010). An interesting point emerged from 
Khosrokhavar’s  work (cited in Dalgaard-Nielsen, 2010) on radicalization in that he 
points to a possible secondary discrimination by the perception that counterterrorism 
measures in Europe are racially and ethnically driven instead of a solidified empirical 
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background. However, others have pointed out that studies on counterterrorism measure 
as contributing factor towards radicalization or its deterrence lack in depth knowledge 
and evidence (McCauley & Moskalenko, 2008).   
Social Movement Theory 
 
Another major academic theoretical strand in research on radicalization is situated 
within the theory of social movements. Here, a short overview is given about the research 
on radicalization within social movement theory (SMT). According to Dalgaard-Nielsen 
and Borum, the social movement approach consists of underlying theoretical sub-
branches of the field with each of them looking from a differing perspective on the 
phenomenon of radicalization of individuals (Dalgaard-Nielsen, 2010; Borum, 2011). 
According to them, the two best known scholars classified as acting under the wider 
umbrella of SMT are Marc Sageman and Quintan Wiktorowicz - the latter adopting the 
perspective of framing theory to the subject. The two scholars focus on the small 
community creating shared worlds of meaning “that shape identity, perceptions, and 
preferences [...]” (Dalgaard-Nielsen, 2010, p. 801), whereas framing theory is zooming in 
on how this social production and distribution of meaning empowers individuals in using 
this production and distribution of meaning. Studies under SMT explores the interactive 
quality processes of radicalization and are thus focused more on the notion of 
socialization and alike than on characteristics based on psychological issues or 
socioeconomic deprivation and structural traits. In doing so, they facilitate empirical 
grounding against the explanations of the sociological and psychological school, 
indicating a certain complexity when dealing with the phenomenon of radicalization and 
stressing the importance of group dynamics (Dalgaard-Nielsen, 2010; Borum, 2011). 
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Inductive Approach 
 
The inductive approach as described and pointed out by Dalgaard-Nielsen (2010) consist 
of studies which do not take any theoretical approach as setting off point, instead they 
focus on an empirical inductive approach to investigate and map certain patterns of traits 
and characteristics of individuals who become radicalized and through this also look into 
underlying factors of the phenomenon radicalization. The key focus of those studies are 
mainly at the individual level and point towards which different roles political activists 
can have an how these roles interact with each other in the process of radicalization. 
What makes these studies valuable is that due to the nature of the approach applied it 
contribute to the wider field of research on terrorism and in particular radicalization with 
empirical data which despite the surge in interest is still under consolidated (Dalgaard-
Nielsen, 2010; Githens-Mazer, 2012; Neumann, 2013).   
 
The overview of the existing literature was intentionally limited in order to show the state 
of thoughts within the field. In addition, the length of description is not to give a 
comprehensive understanding of the different streams but rather to give an impression of 
what has been done on the field and how it is useful. Also intentionally, the psychological 
school was omitted from this literature review. Partly due to the natural scientific 
characteristics of the field and partly due to the focus on how the concept of 
radicalization is value laden, sensitive and constructed as shown later. 
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5. Analysis 
 
Discourse Analysis of Walter Laqueur: “The Terrorism to Come” (2004) 
 
The outset of the analysis is to identify the discourse on radicalization in Laqueur’s text 
by examining established nodal points and related key signifiers that are created by his 
articulation, from the analytical perspective of Laclau and Mouffe. 
 
The nodal point identified from the text is terrorism, as it presents the central theme 
which his article revolves around, i.e. the privileged signifier of the text, which other 
moments are positioned to. The most relevant moments in regards to the project, that 
through his articulation are connected and positioned as key signifiers in relation to 
terrorism are “radicalization”, “radical Islam”, “integration” and “threat”. Through his 
attempt at establishing a cause of terrorism, he is articulating meaning to the nodal 
point: “Poverty combined with youth unemployment does create a social and psychological climate 
in which Islamism and various populist and religious sects flourish which in turn provide footfolk for 
violent groups”(p51). Here we see the first established chain of equivalence articulated, as 
the meaning of  the signifier “Islamism” is positioned to the nodal point terrorism as 
providing a fundament for violent groups. “Radical Islam” becomes established as a key 
signifier in the text through the connection of the signifiers “radicalism” and “Islam”, and 
attributed the meaning of a cause of terrorism: “...it ought to be recalled that Al Qaeda was 
founded and september 11 occurred not because of a territorial dispute or the feeling of national 
oppression, but because of a religious commandment - Jihad and the establishment of Sharia” 
(p.51).  
Here is an attempt in the discourse to create a closure of a moment, constructing 
connotations of “radical Islam” as a cause of terrorism through a chain of equivalence. 
“Radical Islam” is also connected with “fanaticism” thus creating a chain of equivalence, 
leading to terrorism: “There is a phenomenon known in Egypt as ‘Salafi burnout’, the mellowing of 
radical young people, the weakening of the original fanatical impetus.”(p.53). “Radical Islam” is 
further connected to terrorism in relation to Pakistan as a non-secular Islamic 
government, with the establishment of Islamic schools, known as Madrassas: “...the many 
thousand madrassas, became the breeding ground for jihad fighters .... the tens of thousands of 
graduates they annually produce formed the backbone of the Taliban” (p.55) From a discursive 
point of view, “radical Islam” thus becomes a key signifier in the discourse, attributed 
meaning through the articulation and positioning of it in relation to terrorism. While 
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Laqueur generally speaks of this in relation to security issues and terrorism directly, he 
establishes another key signifier as being related to terrorism through a chain of 
equivalence, as “integration” is central in the text. “Integration” is articulated as an issue, 
as the development of “radical Islam” is described as not only being present in the middle 
east, but also among muslims in Europe, as it is argued to stem from the lack of 
“Integration”: “Western Europe has become over a number of years the main base of terrorist 
support groups. This process has been facilitated by the growth of Muslim communities, the growing 
tensions with the native population, and the relative freedom with which radicals could organize in 
certain mosques and cultural organizations (p. 55).” The articulation herein signifies that the 
lack of “integration”, leads to the development and organization of “radical Islam” in 
Europe, leading to support for terrorism. Thus the discourse is constructing a 
connection of “integration” issues with security issues, the failed ”integration” of muslim 
communities in Europe and the following “radicalization” of these is attributed the 
connotation of a cause of terrorism. “Radical Islam” then, is positioned as something in 
the need of prevention, and by connecting it to terrorism, the perception of a “threat” is 
attributed to “radical Islam”, seen in the articulation of the text:  “...non-Muslims [in 
Europe] began to feel threatened in streets” (p. 56). Hereby “radical Islam” is antagonized, 
assigning meaning to the signifier as a threat to European natives. By tracing the chains 
of equivalence from “radical Islam” to terrorism, “integration” and “threat”, we see the 
establishment of a discourse. The nodal point of terrorism is attributed meaning as 
being connected with ”integration” and “radical Islam”, and thus “radical Islam” 
becomes perceived as a “threat”. This is central to the projects problem area, as in this 
text, Laqueur articulates the meaning of “radicalization” as a key signifier, positioning it 
to terrorism, “radical Islam” and “integration”, creating a discourse of “radical Islamic” 
terrorism, and thus the concept of “radicalization” as a precursor to violence. 
 
This basic foundation of the radicalization of muslims, as a central topic in  terrorism 
studies, although altered through further research as will be shown, is backed up by 
several scholars in the field (Neumann, 2013; Githens-Mazer, 2012; Horgan, 2008; 
Kundnani, 2012; Sedgwick, 2010; Borum 2011). 
The discourse of radicalization as related to terror, religious ideology and Islam and as a 
precursor to violence will be continued through a secondary data analysis below. 
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Secondary Data Analysis: Radicalization as a Precursor to Violence 
 
Neumann (2013) argues that with the rise in interest in terrorism as a central issue in the 
Western world following the attacks on 9/11, researchers and academics put great effort 
into uncovering the underlying reasons and factors that comes into play when an 
individual adopts violent means to accomplish their goals. With the Islamic terrorism 
becoming a central issue in the political and academic debate, radicalization is argued to 
have been adopted as a concept to explain the process that occurs before a terrorist 
action is carried out, examining the ‘root causes’ which lays the foundation for terrorism. 
This is where Laqueur’s discourse comes in, as Islamic radicalization is attributed the 
connotation of a ‘root cause’, creating a discourse that connects radicalization with Islam 
and terrorism. As Laqueur is described as a ‘founding father’ of contemporary terrorism 
studies (Kundnani, 2012; Coolsaet, 2003) we will examine how this discourse is 
represented in further research, through intertextuality and interdiscursivity. 
 
Radicalism has as a term has always existed in a rather uncontroversial manner, and has 
been widely described as the adoption of ideas and belief systems which opposes the 
hegemonic status quo, be it in a nation state, or in a global context (Sedgwick, 2010). But 
with the rise of the perceived threat of the Muslim world to Western society, 
radicalization and thus terrorism has been connected to the agenda of Islam and 
terrorism and is argued to have been adopted as “a new lens to view Muslim minorities” 
(Kundnani, 2012, p. 3), especially in relation to “homegrown” terrorism as we see in the 
nodal point analysis of Laqueur. 
 
The adoption of radical Islamic principles and ideas is perceived by Laqueur as being 
linked to the threat of violent actions. The discourse is present that the incorporated 
ideas of Jihad in the Muslim faith can, by the turn to radical Islam, be a precursor to 
violent action.  
This discourse on radicalization as connected with Islam and terror has been developed 
further, as will be shown in the following discourse analysis of Sageman. It is argued that 
the discourse on radicalization became laden with the focus on Islam, terrorism and 
muslim communities, and to some extent embodied the notion of Islam as being a 
possible catalyst for violence and terror (Kundnani, 2012; Neumann, 2013; Githens-
Mazer, 2012; Borum, 2011).   
As Kundnani puts it: 
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“Radical religious ideology has been conceived as a kind of virus infecting those with whom it comes 
into contact, either by itself or in combination with psychological processes” (Kundnani, 2012, 
p.21). 
 
The following analysis of Marc Sageman’s (2007) statements on the his current 
perspectives on the topic of radicalization to the U.S. Committee of Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs in 2007  will through the theoretical perspectives on 
intertextuality and interdiscursivity be connected to Laqueur’s discourse to examine the 
evolution of the discursive practice regarding radicalization from Laqueur’s initial 
discourse. 
 
Discourse Analysis of Marc Sageman: “Radicalization of Global Islamist 
Terrorists” (2007) 
 
The main focus of Sageman is based on his presentation to the US congress, in his 
written speech he outlines problems of potential home-grown terrorism, from the 
process of radicalization in to violent extremism. As the text is made for congress, 
meaning it is intended for the US interests there lies some interest of knowing what 
discrepancies there is between the US and some european countries. Radicalization is 
very quickly put into focus, from where we can establish it as a central nodal point of the 
text; “ The understanding of this process of “radicalization” is critical to assessing the 
threat facing the West and should be the basis guiding our interventions to counter it.” 
(Sageman, 2007, p. 1). A new signifier here is “process”, identifying radicalization was 
stands against laqueur's notion of ideological causes for radicalization, which is view 
Sageman also finds to not be an inherent factor for radicalization (Sageman, 2007). 
The end point of the process is defined as terrorist action, but instead violent extremism. 
So Radicalization is also defined as something that leads to ‘extremism’. The key 
signifier of the process is articulated through 4 main prongs by Sageman (2007) as: “a 
sense of moral outrage; a specific interpretation of the world; resonance with personal 
experiences; and mobilization through networks.” (p. 2). 
 
There is several elements to consider within analysing what signifiers are giving meaning 
to the concept of or the process radicalization, but also the discrepancies between the 
signifiers when there is being referred between radicalization processes in europe 
against the US. This means we have radicalization as our floating signifier, which is 
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being pulled in directions based on what we may define as key signifiers of “Europe” and 
the “US”. This is argued from this quote of Sageman: “There is a great disparity in the threat 
faced in these two continents.  Data on arrests for Islamist terrorism related charges indicate that 
the rate of arrest per Muslim capita in Europe is about five times that of the United States.” 
(Sageman, 2007, p. 1). 
It does not mean he is establishing two different chains of equivalence, as he his 
evaluation of the diaspora is not about two different kinds of radicalization, but more a 
sense of what needs to be done in order to avoid the same socially related problems 
which some European countries have. Sageman interprets the differences in the cultural 
problems, and here he seems to be using the discursive concept of myth, the myths of 
european countries is that of ‘national essence’, and the myth of the US is that of the 
‘melting-pot’, the end argument lies in difference of inclusion from a relations to nation 
sense (Sageman, 2007).  
 
This would mean that “integration” can be identified as  key signifier, as it is essentially 
defined as possible cause for radicalization. Related to this, is his arguments for 
stopping radicalization into violent extremism does not rely on stopping the process, 
but instead the factors within the prongs. His view -counter to Laqueur (2004), is not 
only more diverse, but his discourse is also more open for substantial action, and while it 
is still related to a certain sense of risk, Sageman wants to look where one can take 
societal action in order to stop the process for happening at all. From this point of view, 
we can argue that Sageman point of equivalence does not rely inherently - though still a 
substantial part of articulation - on muslims or islam to violent extremism, but more 
negative social circumstances for a minority can lead to bad process, from which 
radicalization can lead to violence. This is in turn also creates some incontinence in 
regards to preventing radicalization into violent extremism through another problem. 
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Secondary Data Analysis: Radicalization as a Process and the idea of 
Extremism 
 
The analysis of Sageman’s text shows that radicalization as a operational concept 
becomes central in the discourse on terrorism, with radicalization taking center stage and 
being established as a ‘process’ by which an individual becomes an extremist. We can still 
observe Muslims as a central signifier in the discourse, as the text articulates the process 
of radicalization in regards to Muslims. Furthermore the conception of a threat is 
present, as the process is explained as something in need of prevention.  
 
Neumann (2013) argues that the idea of radicalization as a process is rather 
uncontroversial, but points out the definitional issues underlying ‘extremism’ and thus 
radicalization. As we have seen from Sedgwick (2010) radicalization means opposing the 
status quo, but the question arises of the differentiating between opposition by actual 
actions versus ideologies and beliefs. Sageman examines the process, but do not provide 
any specific context of the word ‘extremism’. This is according to Neumann an issue in 
radicalization research:  
 
“It [extremism] may describe political ideas that are diametrically opposed to a society’s core values, 
which—in the context of a liberal democracy—can be various forms of racial or religious supremacy, 
or ideologies that deny basic human rights or democratic principles. Or it can mean the methods by 
which actors seek to realize any political aim, namely by ‘show[ing] disregard for the life, liberty, 
and human rights of others’. There is no agreement, in other words, about the end-state of 
radicalization.”  
(Neumann 2013, p. 874-875) 
 
Here we see a dichotomy in research, as the underlying discourse of ‘extremism’ can be 
interpreted in these two different manners, although still both following a discourse 
relating to radicalization and muslims, but differing on the end points. While still 
revolving around Muslims and the idea of a threat, the distinction between what can be 
termed ‘ideological radicalization’ and ‘behavioral radicalization’ becomes central to the 
field. This will be argued to have a major influence on the discourses in following 
research. The following two discourse analyses of Olivier Roy’s “Islamic Terrorist 
Radicalization in Europe” from 2007, and John Horgan’s “From Profiles to Pathways and 
Roots to Routes: Perspectives from Psychology on Radicalization into Terrorism” will 
exemplify how the dichotomy affects the discourse on radicalization.  
Roskilde Universitet     Roskilde University                                                                 
Den samfundsvidenskabelige bacheloruddannelse The Bachelor Study Programme in Social Sciences 
38 
 
 
They differ in discursive practice on radicalization, and we see the establishment of 
“radicalization” as a floating signifier as according to the theoretical perspectives of 
Laclau and Mouffe. Roy have a focus on radical beliefs as central to radicalization, while 
Horgan examines the individual mechanisms and pathways in radicalization, thereby 
showing the difference in discourses, but while the discourses dichotomizes, the 
underlying hegemony of ‘threat’ and ‘muslims’ relating to radicalization persists in the 
discourse.   
 
Discourse Analysis of Olivier Roy: “Islamic Terrorist Radicalization in 
Europe” (2007) 
 
Another text selected as analysis material is a book chapter on “Islamic Terrorist 
Radicalisation in Europe” written by French political scientist Olivier Roy (2007). It was 
published in a book on the challenges for society and public decision making of a 
European Islam. The identified nodal point of Olivier Roy’s text is different from the 
other texts and is likely due to his focus on Europe. The first nodal point in the book 
chapter is Muslim. The chapter describes traits of the Muslim typically found in 
Europe and by doing so, Roy is structuring his layers of meaning around and starting 
chains of equivalence out from this nodal point. Despite the sub-headline of the chapter 
“The West European Terrorist” may suggest otherwise, but in the very two first 
paragraphs Roy centers the text around the nodal point Muslim instead of terrorist or 
alike but stays in resonance with the overarching book theme and attaches “Western” and 
“European” as myths/moments to the nodal point Muslim and gives a spatial meaning 
to Muslim (Roy, 2007, p. 52). 
 
Other moments as “normal”, “youth/second-generation” and “womanising” are linked to 
“Western Muslim”, thus suggesting a quite different picture of a Muslim than Walter 
Laqueur used in “The Terrorism to Come” as mentioned earlier in the analysis. These 
moments stands sometimes in stark contrasts to other existing discourses on Muslims 
which becomes clearer when the reverse argument of these moments are followed. 
“Normal” as moment attached to the nodal point of Muslim describes, for example, the 
absence of the radical and/or fanaticism. Likewise is the reverse of “womanising” 
indicating a weak religious or cultural fundamentalism. So a meaning of the “Western 
Muslim” is created which is normalized in a sense. The last striking moment of meaning 
Roskilde Universitet     Roskilde University                                                                 
Den samfundsvidenskabelige bacheloruddannelse The Bachelor Study Programme in Social Sciences 
39 
 
attached to the identified nodal point is that of “terrorist”. Roy points out: “They constitute 
the bulk of the terrorists involved in actions perpetrated here in Europe.” (2007, p. 52). So, the 
chain of equivalence identified here is that of young, normalized and European Muslims, 
who, however, become terrorist in a way or another. 
 
Here, Roy attaches meaning to the “Western Muslim” as a terrorist by the moment of 
Islam and, in particular, the salafist branch of Islam. “Islam” become a key signifier in 
position to “Western Muslim” in most of the second half of the text through Roy’s 
articulation. Roy speaks of the “Western Muslim” as “They do not represent an Islamic 
tradition; on the contrary they break with the religion of their parents. When they convert or become 
born-again, they always adopt some sort of Salafism,” (2007, p. 53). Here, Roy attaches the 
meaning of a fundamental strand of Islam to terrorists expressed by the nodal point of 
“Western Muslims”. The relevant moments mentioned above are still positioned to the 
nodal point as we can see here: “There is clearly a generational dimension: Islamic 
radicalism is a youth movement.” (2007, p. 55) and here: “unmoored from traditional 
societies and cultures” 2007, p. 55). So, while “Islam” as key signifier is linked to 
fundamentalism by attaching meanings as salafist and radical to it, it is still to found 
within the chain of equivalence postulating the moments of “youth” and the meanings of 
weak cultural bonds. In the text of  Olivier Roy we can thus find a chain of equivalence 
linking moments as “youth”, “normal”, “terrorist”  and weak cultural bonds to signifiers 
of “Islam” with its own moment of “salafist” or “radical”, the myth of the “West” and 
“Europe” which then become positioned to the nodal point of Muslims. Thus, a 
discourse on radical Western Muslims in connection to terror is an underlying feature in 
Roy’s text.  
 
Discourse Analysis of John Horgan: “From Profiles to Pathways and Roots 
to Routes: Perspectives from Psychology on Radicalization into 
Terrorism” (2008) 
 
Even though Horgan only makes note of radicalization a couple of times through this 
work of his, it is important to see that exactly as it is mentioned, it is related to his bigger 
argument of the paper: “Involvement in terrorism is a complex psychosocial process that 
comprises at least three seemingly distinct phases: becoming involved, being involved - synonymous 
with engaging in unambiguous terrorist activity - and disengaging (which may or may not result in 
subsequent de-radicalization). A critical implication of these distinctions is the recognition that each 
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of them may contain unique, or phase-specific, implications for counterterrorism. An argument is 
made for greater consideration of the disengagement phase with a clearer role for psychological 
research to inform and enhance practical counterterrorism operations.” The quote is taken from 
his abstract, and it does sum a lot how his discourse is involved with the process of 
radicalization, but to specify what key signifiers is playing in to it, and how his 
perspective is playing into the chain of equivalence under the discourse we must also look 
into the moments he articulates as key signifiers.  
 
All of Horgan’s points are being put into context around “counterterrorism”, which is in a 
sense the a key signifier, it is the ‘counter’ in the word we have to make note of in relation 
to the other signifiers, as he mostly talks about ‘(de)radicalization’ as the form of method. 
Based on this we can lead our argument to that the that the floating signifier of 
Radicalization is still present in his article, but the moment he is trying to articulate is 
‘(de)radicalization’.  The arguments he makes throughout his text is based on attributing 
the signifier “profiling” to radicalization, as it is based on what he terms ‘push factors’ 
and explains how it is constrained and inconsistent because of empiri and - when 
analyzed - shows inconsistency in regards to the diverse backgrounds the ‘radicalized’ 
people are coming from.   
 
Unlike Laqeuer (2004) and Sageman (2007), Horgan rarely talk about muslims or islam 
in his arguments. He refer to word “muslims” mostly in reference to other research and 
the same goes for the word “islamist”. This does not necessarily mean they are not 
signifiers to radicalization, and though it could be a byproduct of interdiscursivity - as a 
basis for moving the discourse, he is critiquing the other, and must then acknowledge its 
existence. To answer this point we look at his behavioural argument of not looking at 
why, but how. This means that key signifiers to ‘(de)’radicalization lies in his 
arguments for looking at “routes” instead of “roots”, thereby attributing different key 
signifiers to the nodal point, creating a discursive struggle. 
 
While Horgan does want to redefine the research approach, he is not taking value out of 
being aware of some of predispositions that can initiate the radicalization process. In 
this part of his text we can also assert an intertextual link that has moved both Sageman’s 
and Horgan’s discourse to some extent. The likeness of the two texts factors for 
individuals predispositions to potentially become radicalized into violent extremism 
(Sageman (2007)), does not come as surprise. As Horgan himself refer to empirical data 
which Sageman (2004) analyzed, and based on this  and his own data, which is also 
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based on interviews, we can argue that Horgans arguments is derived to some extent 
intertextually through Sageman's research. While this does not inherently shed light on 
to what extent Horgan signifies muslims or islam towards terrorism and radicalization. It 
is still important to note that both the derivative nature of the intertextuality at play, and 
that in his list of factors relate examples based on research on muslims: “A related issue 
here is that violent radicals view terrorism as absolutely necessary. For example, in a video message 
before blowing up himself and six others in London, Mohammad Sidique Khan employed the 
language of "war" in urging British Muslims to oppose the British government.” (p. 85). 
This quote is just one example that put muslims in relation with the nodal point, and to 
some extent make the signifiers of “muslims”, “terrorism” and radicalization to have 
relations to each other at some level.  
 
Lastly is the level of which his key signifiers, which is what is supposed to make a new 
chain of equivalence, in regards to redefining the discourse towards research on the 
process of radicalization, and if they are are impacted by signifiers of “muslims”, and 
their specific religious pursuits. Here we need to acknowledge the sophistication in 
diversification of signifiers that, Horgan throughout his examples and arguments attends 
to. When thinking of that his goal is to move the research away from the ‘why’ factors 
f.eks. ideology. He is putting his arguments in relation to examples that encompass 
different sets of cultures, socially and politically. Still though when we factor in our 
intertextual argument and how his examples throughout are argued through examples 
with signifiers as “muslims”, “islamist” and “jihadist”, and which in some cases are 
separated from other groups in foundation of ideology: “The second example comes from a 
series of wide-ranging interviews this author conducted between 2006 and late 2007 with former 
members of more than a dozen terrorist groups around the world, ranging from nationalist or 
ideological to jihadist movement” (p. 90).  
It signifies that bases of radicalization is different depending from what viewpoint a 
terrorist group is working from. While one may argue that it is logical to treat differences, 
the notion of conceptual differences only serves to increase exposure between the 
different signifiers. This means that our aforementioned arguments can make claim that 
“muslims” and “islam” are still key signifiers which are related to radicalization.   
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Secondary Data Analysis: The Dichotomy Issue 
 
By examining Roy and Horgan, we can see how a discursive struggle arises in the 
research on radicalization. While Roy has a focus on “muslim” as a nodal point, 
emphasizing the role of radical Islam in becoming a terrorist, Horgan adopts a 
oppositional view, bringing the perspective of the mechanisms and pathways that an 
individual adopts in his ‘route’ to terrorism. They both attempt to define the concept and 
what leads a ‘normal’ muslim into terrorist organizations such as Al-qaeda and other 
Jihadist movements, emphasizing different aspects as fundamental in this ‘process’. 
 
We see how Horgan argues that the idea of ideological foundations as serving as a 
precursor into violent actions has dominated the discourse on radicalization. He 
denounces the ideological and political factors as important, deeming them to belong to 
the periphery of radicalization research, assigning new meaning to the floating signifier 
of radicalization itself.  
 
Borum (2011) supports this argument, aiming to redefine radicalization away from the 
focus on ideological and religious pathways and instead focus on all routes to extreme 
behaviour:  
 
“A focus on radicalization [...] risks implying that radical beliefs are a proxy—or at least a necessary 
precursor—for terrorism. We know this not to be true. Most people who hold radical ideas do not 
engage in terrorism, and many terrorists—even those who lay claim to a "cause"—are not deeply 
ideological and may not "radicalize" in any traditional sense.” (Borum, 2011, p.8) 
 
The argument derives mainly from the rather obvious observation that there are 
considerably more ‘radicals’ than there are violent terrorists. Thus, the examination of 
the religious and ideological foundations of terrorists can not provide any substantial 
understanding of the process of becoming a terrorist, and the focus must change towards 
looking how individuals  come to commit terrorist acts, examining the pathways towards 
terrorism which analyzes each individual or group separately from their beliefs:   
 
“The best available global polling from organizations like Pew and Gallup suggest that there are tens 
of millions of Muslims worldwide who are sympathetic to "jihadi aspirations," though most of them 
do not engage in violence. Conversely, some terrorists—perhaps even many of them—are not 
ideologues or deep believers in a nuanced, extremist doctrine.” (Borum 2011, p. 9) 
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A distinction and dichotomy is hereby created according to Neumann (2013) where the 
need is stated to move away from ‘extreme ideology’ as the original discourse on 
radicalization entails, and focus on pathways to ‘extreme behavior’. But although he sees 
the initial appeal of this change in discourse, Neumann argues that both approaches 
must be considered, and that the intertwining of these are beneficial rather than 
counterproductive.  
 
Subsequent analysis will show how neither discourse is seen to establish a hegemony, 
exemplified by the following analyses of McCauley and Moskalenko (2008), Leuprecht, 
Hataley, Moskalenko and McCauley (2011) and Neumann (2013). This will provide 
examples of how the discourse through interdiscursivity combines both ideological 
radicalization with non-ideological pathways. 
Discourse Analysis of Clark McCauley & Sophia Moskalenko: “Mechanisms 
of Political Radicalization: Pathways Toward Terrorism” (2008) 
 
In the text by McCauley and Moskalenko on political radicalization and possible 
pathways toward terrorism the nodal point which has been identified is radicalization. 
Not only the title of the article points to radicalization as nodal point but also the 
overarching importance of the concept of radicalization in their work. Radicalization 
forms the center of their piece which all other moments are positioned to. McCauley and 
Moskalenko write: “Functionally, political radicalization is increased preparation for and 
commitment to intergroup conflict. Descriptively, radicalization means change in beliefs, feelings, 
and behaviors in directions that increasingly justify intergroup violence and demand sacrifice in 
defense of the ingroup.” (2008, p. 416). The moments and thus the meanings of 
“preparation”, “conflict” and “violence” are positioned to the nodal point of 
radicalization. Whereas the moment “preparation” indicates that radicalization is not 
seen as something permanent and idle, the moments “conflict” and “violence” suggest 
that this process inevitably leads to something that is not peaceful and harmonic. 
Another aspect to point out is that the moment of “political” is positioned to 
radicalization, suggesting that the nodal point radicalization is not inherently linked 
to the theological, which contradicts with other discourses found in the analysis. 
Furthermore, radicalization is positioned within the web of the moments of “feelings”, 
“beliefs” and “behaviour” and thus becomes defined as something multidimensional, 
although emphasis is put on “behaviour”: “Of course it is radicalization of behavior that is of 
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greatest practical concern.” and furthermore “that behavioral radicalization means 
increasing time, money, risk-taking, and violence in support of a political group.” (p. 
416). Here, it becomes clear what meanings the moment “behavior” is positioned to and 
that “behavior” can take the meaning of “risk-taking” and “violence”. This is to some 
degree opposing other discourses on terrorism and radicalization.  
 
Later in the text of McCauley and Moskalenko the notion of a progress indicated through 
the moment of “preparation” is becoming a key signifier, based on the centrality of the 
moment to radicalization found here. This can be observed throughout the text in the 
following examples: “How do individuals move from the base [of the suggested pyramid model] to 
the extremes of terrorist violence at the apex?” (p. 417).“Typically an individual’s progress into 
a terrorist group is slow and gradual, with many smaller tests before being trusted [...].” 
(p. 419). “Rather we suggest that there are multiple and diverse pathways leading individuals and 
groups to radicalization and terrorism.” (p. 429). The moments of “movement”, “progress” 
and “pathway”, although not the same terms, exclude the meaning of stagnation and 
idleness.  In attaching radicalization with the meanings of a process and by several 
examples of attaching the moment of terrorism as ‘end-stage’ to this process, McCauley 
and Moskalenko ‘close’ a chain of equivalence starting from the nodal point of 
radicalization, with its attached meanings of “process” or “pathway”, “political” and as 
something constituted through different human aspects as “beliefs”, “feelings” and 
“behaviour” and bind it together with the moment of terrorism as can be seen here: 
“Individuals are recruited to a terrorist group via personal connections with existing terrorists.” (p. 
421). 
The discourse underlying in McCauley’s and Moskalenko’s paper is thus constituted 
through the knots and intersection between radicalization as process leading to 
terrorism. However, we can see that a more nuanced discourse is visible here, indicated 
by the different meanings attached to the key signifier “process” through differentiated 
possibilities of such a process constituted by “feelings”, “beliefs” and “behavior”, whereas 
behavior, as most important, can have the meaning of risk-taking and violence inter 
alia.   
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Discourse Analysis of Leuprecht, Hataley, Moskalenko & McCauley: 
“Containing the Narrative: Strategy and Tactics in Countering the 
Storyline of Global Jihad” (2011) 
 
A later text where Clark McCauley and Sophia Moskalenko have been co-authors has 
been chosen in order to follow-up on possible discourses over time and see how they may 
have influenced each other. The text on the global Jihad narrative indicates some 
similarities in the underlying discourses of the earlier text and also some differences as 
the analysis will point out in the following. 
The analysed text lies outside the pattern of nodal points identified as hitherto existing. 
Still, what makes this text interesting in terms of a discourse analysis are its key signifiers 
which to a great deal resembled the former discourse of McCauley and Moskalenko. The 
nodal point in this text, as already pointed out, is not radicalization but jihad. This nodal 
point forms the very center of the web of meanings in Leuprecht et al.. The initial 
meaninglessness of jihad as an element of its own is immediately overcome by 
positioning it to the element of “global” thus creating a moment and through making it a 
departure point of explanation, jihad becomes a nodal point of the analysed text 
according to Laclau and Mouffe (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). The moment “global”, also 
a myth, suggests that jihad is not a domestic, national phenomenon but instead 
indicates that jihad is something borderless and unbounded. “Global” becomes a key 
signifier whose meaning is attached to jihad throughout the later text. 
 
“Similarly, the diffusion of the Global Jihad narrative must be taken seriously. Understanding this 
narrative, who it is that joins in what parts of the narrative, and why, is necessary to begin 
constructing and targeting effective counter-narratives.” (p. 43). 
This quotation not only provides an example of the close relationship of meanings of 
“global” and jihad, but rather continues in attaching “narrative” ,as something to 
“counter”, to it. The moment “narrative” suggest that jihad is not a physical visible 
object, rather it is depicted as a way of thinking or an idea - a global idea. That this global 
idea is something that people want to “counter” further suggests that jihad is nothing we 
want to keep, it rather suggests a risk/threat which better is prevented or “countered”. 
Furthermore, the notion of risk/threat is filled with meaning by positioning the moments 
of “radicals”, “illegal political action” and “violence” around it as seen in the following 
excerpt: “[...] radicals, engaged in illegal political action that may include violence.” (p. 47). 
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By the above mentioned, it is to be assumed that a web of meanings attached to jihad 
forms one chain of equivalence which positions the meanings of the “global”, the 
“narrative” and something to “counter” according to the nodal point.   
 
Furthermore and more surprisingly, jihad then becomes linked to the moment of 
“Islam”, “defence” and is ‘closed’ by the moments “good” and “Muslim”. A web of 
meanings, which contributes to the underlying discourse. 
“[...] Islam distinguishes between defence that must be mandated by legitimate authority, a group 
responsibility, and defence that is an individual obligation of every good Muslim.” (p. 44). The 
next key signifier identified is that of “radicalization”, since every moment later on is 
positioned to “radicalization”. It would be more correct to speak of two key signifiers in 
relation to “radicalization” due to that Leuprecht et al. (2011) are classifying 
“radicalization” as narrative (ideological/cognitive) radicalization and action (behavioral) 
radicalization with equally importance, which can be seen in the article’s concluding 
remarks on the two-pronged model developed in it: “We have argued that the war of ideas 
against the Global Jihadist narrative must be distinguished from the war against active terrorists.” 
(p. 55). Again, the moments of “narrative” and “active/action” are linked to the “global” 
jihad and its adherents. Another important moment is positioned to the two 
radicalization key signifiers. It is the moments of “pathway” and “process” which have 
been identified in the former article of McCauley and Moskalenko (2008). “Instead of 
conceiving the process of radicalisation as a pathway [...] the evidence points, instead, to 
plural pathways with no profile trajectory [...].” (p. 52). Noteworthy too, is that the 
moment “pathways” becomes another moment attached which is “plural”, indicating that 
these “pathways” are not of  a single dominant nature. 
 
To summarize the discourse analysis of the Leuprecht at al. article, we have identified 
jihad as nodal point within a web of meanings constituted by the key signifiers of 
“global”, “behavioral radicalization” and “ideological radicalization”. The discourse of the 
earlier article from McCauley and Moskalenko in mind, we can see that the discourse has 
changed in regards to the equally importance of the “ideological” and the “behavioral”, 
where the emphasis of the last article clearly was on the “behavioral”. This ‘change’ can 
be explained by what Fairclough termed interdiscursivity meaning that different key 
signifiers and moments are constituted by other discourses but at the same time are 
constitutive for others.  In addition, the moment “counter” suggests a risk/threat which is 
also present in, for example, the discourse in Walter Laqueur's article from 2004 as 
shown earlier in the analysis.  
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Secondary Data Analysis: Radicalization, Jihad, Muslims and Risk 
 
From these recent papers, we see how interdiscursivity begins to influence the discourse 
on radicalization. As have been established, radicalization is viewed as a complex and 
diverse process, which is centered around discovering the factors which makes an 
individual become a terrorist. Leuprecht et al. can be seen as reproducing several 
meanings from other discourses which are presented in the texts. The acknowledgement 
of several possible pathways and routes into terror is present and described, and ideology 
and politically and religiously inspired radicalization plays a major role in their research, 
thereby intertwining the previous discourses. According to Neumann (2013), this is 
beneficial as it creates a more holistic view of the radicalization process. Furthermore, we 
see a clear focus on radical Islam and the jihadi narrative, as shown in the second text. 
Radicalization is articulated as leading to violence, and preparation, prevention and 
defence are central topics. We see chains of equivalence being present, still connecting 
the meanings of risk and threat to radicalization as well as jihad and Islam. 
Radicalization research has thus become a sub-category in the overall effort to prevent 
terrorism, and by this, the objective of research has developed to focus on ‘prevention 
strategies’, i.e. providing the means to halt radicalization, both the roots of it as well as 
the routes, into violent extremism with an emphasis on the Muslim communities, both 
globally and in the West. There is no consensus on radicalization, and the extent of how 
the different approaches, ideological and behavioral, should be mixed is still a vibrant 
implicit and explicit debate. What underlies the discourse though, is the inevitable link to 
Islam and Muslims communities. As Fairclough argues, discourses are both constituted 
and constitutive (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002), and several scholars argue that the attacks 
on september 11, the bombings in Madrid in 2004 and in London in 2005, along with a 
pre-existing strained relationship between the West and Islam, has constituted an 
underlying tendency to focus on Muslims in relation to terrorism (Neumann, 2013; 
Githens-Mazer, 2012; Kundnani, 2013; Sedgwick, 2010). As our analysis show, 
radicalization is a discourse which is never static and different discourses intertwine with 
different definitions and articulations, but the focus of enquiry in each of them is related 
the ‘threat’ of Islamic terrorism. The most recent article analysed is Neumann’s “The 
Trouble With Radicalization” from 2013, as it attempts to give an overview of the 
research, but by this, it contributes to the ever-evolving discourse. This is to attempt to 
examine the discourse in its most contemporary state. 
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Discourse Analysis of Peter Neumann: “The Trouble with Radicalization” 
(2013) 
 
The analysis of Neumann will be an example of the intertextuality and interdiscursivity at 
play. As previous analyses have established several discourses in the research, the aim by 
analyzing this article is to discover which meanings and articulation that through 
previous discursive struggle have persisted and been drawn upon in a contemporary 
formulation of radicalization research. This is to examine the hegemonic myths, which 
have been socially constructed as being ‘objectively’ connected with the nodal point in the 
discourse on radicalization. 
 
As the title of the article indicates, radicalization is the still the central theme and 
nodal point of the text. Neumann seeks to put the concept into a more holistic 
perspective, and based of this we can also regard it as the floating signifier in this text. By 
now, an identification of discourses from previous analyses should have been established 
and as such, this analysis will focus more on putting Neumanns discourse under the lens 
of intertextuality and interdiscursivity to reveal the social practise context of the 
research.  
 
We have presented an analysis of what can to an extent, be defined as the ‘ideological’ 
radicalization, and the ‘behavioral’ pathways into ‘violent extremism’. Neumann makes 
descriptions of what these two pathways aims to establish as the ‘end-points’ of 
radicalization. What he is trying to establish is based on his critical perspectives towards 
the dominance of either one of these discourses, thus referring to the fallacy of this 
discursive struggle, when the most sensible choice from his perspective, is to learn from 
and combine the two when looking at radicalization.  At this point it could be argued that 
not only from Neumann’s articulation of the nodal point, but also from what we have 
learned through the former analyses, is that the myth relating to the social group 
“muslims” persists as being implicitly linked to terror studies. “Islam” and “Muslim” are 
still key signifiers in the discourse, and articulated in chains of equivalence to be 
connected to radicalization, which is still described in relation to the signifiers of 
“terror” and “prevention”. The focus of enquiry is the dichotomy in research, the 
discursive struggle:  
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In reality, of course, no political organization or movement—be it a political party, single-issue 
movement or terrorist group—is filled with ideologues. As anyone who has ever been involved in 
political activism will know, most participants are not intellectuals who have spent months studying 
their movement’s texts; but they often have a good sense of, and commitment to, core principles and 
ideas, and 
they are motivated by the group’s analysis—however simplistically expressed—of what is wrong 
with society, who is to blame, and what needs to be done to fix it.  
 
Neumann thus points out in his work, that although the focus on radical beliefs as a 
precursor to violent behavior may have been overemphasized in the academic literature, 
the ignoring of this aspect is just as counterproductive to gaining an understanding of 
terrorism and preventing violent action. In his view:  
 
“No one disputes the importance of factors other than ideology in the process of radicalization. But, 
whatever the importance of political beliefs vis-à-vis group dynamics, social networks, grievances, 
personal crises and other influences in each case, beliefs and political ideas—however simplistically 
expressed—are usually part of the mix.” (Neumann, 2013, p. 892) 
 
From the analyses it is clear that these two discourse exists, and are both both based on 
the objective of prevention strategies, and the mix of these as seen together add up the 
primary lines of radicalization research and terror prevention as seen in the previous 
analyses.  
 
But while Neumann tries to keep the discourse of doing radicalization research on track, 
it is still connected to “prevention”. Where up to this point a critical stance towards the 
definitions and conceptualizations of radicalization has gained prominence as a 
discourse, it is also exactly from this perspective where we need to consider what we have 
identified from the analysis up till this point, that there lies a ‘objective’ hegemonic 
underlying discourse that the main focus of study is terrorism connected with “Islam”:  
 
“Not every member of Al-Qaeda, for example, will be fluent in the history and evolution of jihadist 
doctrine, but their involvement in terrorism may nevertheless be driven by a sincere belief in the 
notion of the ‘West at war with Islam’ and a genuine sense of obligation towards defending their 
Muslim ‘brothers and sisters’.” (p. 882) 
 
The quote is an example of how he relates the signifiers of “Jihadist”, “terrorism”, “Islam” 
and “Muslim” to radicalization research, which further reproduces the myth and social 
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imaginary of a social group as playing an inherently significant role in the field of 
terrorism. While he rarely does this and talk about the concept of radicalization in 
relation to the aforementioned discursive struggle, this a striking example of intertextual 
and interdiscursive practice and how the concepts affect the construction of underlying 
hegemonic discourses and myths. As he intertextually refer back to other discourses and 
research papers, and through interdiscursivity aims at challenging both discourses, his 
discourse inadvertently adopts the key signifiers of “muslims” and “islam” to the process 
in which a person gets radicalized, thus arguably reproducing the antagonism of muslim 
communities.  
 
There are researchers to this point which has pointed out flaws in focusing on the concept 
of radicalization for these exact reasons (Coolsaet 2011; Sedgwick 2010; Githens-mazer 
2012; Dalgaard-nielsen 2010), and other researchers which have worked with 
radicalization who points out some of their own mistakes in their focus (Sageman, 2014). 
The analysis of this arguably prominent article gives the perspective that because of the 
nature of the research as based on the notion of risk, unintentional discourses may arise 
and become inadvertently pervasive throughout the research which, as stated may 
contribute to the antagonizing of muslims and through this to some degree create the 
issues that it - with great effort - aims to remedy.   
 
Secondary Data Analysis: The Relative Nature of Radicalization and the 
Perception of Risk 
 
As radicalization in its modern perception (post 9/11) is still a concept in its relative 
infancy, fallacies with defining the term arises. Firstly, and most prominent is the relative 
nature of the concept itself, as the attempt to define it is quickly followed by the 
revelation that no consensus on the topic exists, even though the concept is widely used 
in a naturalized manner as relating to Islamic terror. But this is one of the most striking 
issues within the field, as pointed out by Githens-Mazer (2012) and Sedgwick (2010). 
 
There is a central contextual fallacy in the discourse on radicalization according to 
Sedgwick (2010). He describes this by looking at how the ‘threat’ of ‘radical’ muslims to 
the Western society should be perceived, depending on which context is being examined 
and argues that this contextual issue is largely neglected. While in the context of security 
and violence, the Muslim community should logically only be classified as a radical threat 
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if actual violence is committed against western society, on the other hand in relation to 
integration, the attempt of conserving culture and democratic values will be viewed as 
threatened by Islamic ideology in itself when opposing non-secular values is deemed 
radical and as posing a threat to the order of status-quo of most countries in for example 
Europe.  
 
This lays a problematic foundation in radicalization research, which consists of using a 
relative concept in an absolute manner, describing radicalization in general as a threat. 
The line between what is a threat becomes blurred when distinction between the end-
points of ideological opposition and behavioral opposition becomes intertwined. 
Ideological radicalization is argued to be a precursor to violent action by Roy, while 
Horgan opposes the ideological argument and focuses only on behavior and pathways. 
This creates an internal discursive struggle, which according to Sedgwick neglects the 
important distinction between integration and security, and focuses solely on security. 
The argument that springs from this, and examined later by Githens-Mazer is that 
‘radicalization’ in relation to muslims, either ideological or behavioral, neglects the 
underlying discourse that radicalization of muslims is deemed in both cases as ‘bad 
radicalization’ and as connected to a discourse of security and risk (Githens-Mazer, 
2012).  
 
Combining the perspectives by Sedgwick and Githens-Mazer, we see two issues: First, as 
ideological radicalization only by itself opposes the ‘core values’ of the western society, 
the question arises if it should be deemed a threat when viewed separately from actual 
violent action. Secondly, the argument is that the underlying discourse antagonizes 
Muslims in general, as radicalization is connotated as a threat and related to risk in the 
radicalization discourse. 
This leads to the normative problematic of what a society should classify as ‘bad’ 
radicalization and as the definitions within the research are blurred, it may be 
counterproductive to what it aims to achieve, as the ultimate result becomes a discourse 
structured around the Muslim world as perceived as a risk factor (Sedgwick 2010, 
Githens-Mazer 2012).  
 
The research is argued to be utilizing a concept that in its nature is relative, as the act of 
labelling something as radical will always place it in relation to something that is not. 
This begs normative considerations, as the placing of ideas and ideologies and in this 
particular case, a social group within the category of ‘radical’ is problematic as it 
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automatically then, describes the counterpart of a particular ideology as ‘normal’. This 
then leads into what is defined as ‘normal’ values and ideologies which is quickly 
followed by defining certain perspectives as ‘bad’ and confining them within the 
classification of a threat (Githens-Mazer, 2012). 
 
The focus on countering radical Islamic ideology and radical Islamic behavior, may in 
Githens-Mazers perspective only contribute to the discourse of ‘risk’ and ‘security’, and 
overly inflate the issue, furthering the possible exaggeration of risk connected to a 
particular social group, creating a ‘us’ and ‘them’ scenario where both ‘sides’ becomes 
antagonized in relation to each other, as this discourse continues as hegemonic. He 
proposes a more holistic view of ideology and hegemony, acknowledging the ultimate 
fallacy in deeming Islamic principles as ‘radicalism’ and especially deeming it as ‘bad’ 
radicalism. He argues for a turn away from the focus on prevention and countering, and a 
more inclusive approach to Islamic voices in Western society, as the opposite, and 
current structure of hegemony only furthers perception of risk (Githens-Mazer, 2012). 
 
Findings 
 
The analysis identifies several key moments in each text. As an outset “terrorism” is the 
privileged  signifier established as a nodal point, and the key signifiers connected to it 
consists mainly of “Islam”, “radicalism” and “radicalization”. From there the discourse 
changes to adopt “radicalization” as the center of articulating chains of equivalence and 
internal discursive struggles arises. A central discursive struggle revolves around how 
radicalization should be defined, where one discourse emphasizes the ideological aspects 
of radicalization  and the other has a focus on actual violence i.e. behavioral 
radicalization. This struggle continues with the aim of each discourse to redefine and 
reconceptualize “radicalization”, but as seen through the perspectives of intertextuality 
and interdiscursivity, the meaning surrounding “Islam” and “Muslim” seems to persist to 
a certain degree through each text, reproducing a consent of these signifiers as related to 
radicalization and thus terrorism. Hereby, we see through a chain of equivalence how the 
discourses are implicitly equating a social group with terrorism. This original articulation 
becomes less explicit, but still present as contributing to the myth of Muslims as being 
related to terror, even though the aim is to prevent terrorism. This underlying discourse 
contribute to a social imaginary, and constructs a reality where connotations of risk and 
threat are inadvertently contributed to a generalized identity. When the signifiers of 
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“prevention” are related to this, we see the result being the creation of an antagonized 
identity. Bringing in the concept of risk, the then established perception of a “threat” in 
radicalization simultaneously creates the connotation of a considerable future risk 
connected to terrorism, thus radicalization, thus Islam. Hereby radicalization of Muslims 
becomes inherently ‘bad’ radicalization. Furthermore, as the research often emphasizes 
“Western Muslims” and puts radicalization in relation to integration, we see a relatively 
unified discourse that connects integration with security. It is argued that the two should 
be separated, as each relates to different kinds of radicalization and thereby creates 
perceptions of risk in different aspects, ideological and behavioral, although this still 
creates antagonisms of social groups.  
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6. Discussion 
 
It should be noted that this project under no circumstances is aimed at giving a general 
critique on the research field of terrorism and radicalization. Rather, the aim with this 
project was to apply a discourse analysis on selected scientific texts in order to indicate 
trends in the discourses underlying the field of study. To avoid any form for 
generalization, the project first critically assessed discourses after their investigation in 
the selected texts. The critical assessment of these are thorough in its assumptions and 
articulations and is not conducted without the corroboration of other scientists of the 
terrorism and radicalization research field. Firstly, this was done to avoid possible pitfalls 
in our own assessment of the material and, secondly, it enables the project to advance a 
more substantiated argument in regards to fallacies of the investigated discourses. Even 
though the critical assessment points to aspects up for possible reconsideration in the 
underlying discourses, the attempt to further the awareness of these aspects in regards to 
conceptual and philosophical considerations was the ultimate aim of this project.  
 
This becomes important due to the fact that a comprehensive selection of scientific texts 
for the analysis in the field of terrorism and radicalization studies would go well beyond 
the scope of this paper. Furthermore, it was simply not possible to assess an amount of 
material that would allow for a more extensive and determined conclusion. By pointing 
to visible trends in the underlying discourses of the research field based on the limited 
sample size of selected material it is neither appropriate nor scientifically rigorous if it 
were to attempt an illustration of a comprehensive, detailed picture of radicalization 
research grounded on the findings of the analysis.  
 
In addition to the limited sample size of the analysis it needs to be noted in relation to the 
projects formulation of discourse analysis: 
“One quickly finds out that discourse analysis is not just one approach, but a series of 
interdisciplinary approaches that can be used to explore many different social domains in 
many different types of studies. And there is no clear consensus as to what discourses are or how to 
analyse them. Different perspectives offer their own suggestions and, to some extent, compete to 
appropriate the terms ‘discourse’ and ‘discourse analysis’ for their own definitions.”  
(Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p. 1). 
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As shown here, the field of discourse analysis is extensive, debated and approachable 
from several positions. The analytical framework was constructed from Laclau and 
Mouffe and Fairclough, as it was deemed as containing the best suited concepts for the 
problem field. Several other views on discourse analysis could have provided significantly 
different results. For example, detailed linguistic analysis has been excluded, as well as 
the theoretical perspectives of discursive psychology, which arguably excludes valid 
possible results. 
 
Perspectives and Lessons to Consider 
 
In society today where much research is a couple of clicks away through internet and 
sophisticated search engines, the access to research has never been greater. Policy 
makers around the world are consulted by academics on important issues. While we have 
not studied a possible link, we can arguably speculate that concepts of radicalization, 
violent extremism and fundamentalism is heavily debated in several contexts in Western 
society today, such as the media and politics. In the same way argues Heath-Kelly who 
notes “that the concept of radicalisation enables policy-making and scholarly communities to render 
a linear narrative around the production of terrorism, making it accessible to problem-solving 
approaches (or ‘governance’). As such, the invention of a ‘radicalization process’ is a crucial 
component within the governance of terrorism through pre-emptive technologies and categories of 
risk.” (2012, p. 396).  
While it lies beyond the scope of this project to aim at establishing a causal link from 
research to policy making and societal impact, the argument still persists that research in 
any field possibly plays a significant role in any society. This is exactly why researchers 
must consider all aspects of what implications their research have, as the accidental 
fallout from research, which in the case of terrorism aims at prevention, may contribute 
to the danger it from its outset aimed to prevent. 
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The sample of texts which we have analyzed, all come up with very sensible ways to deal 
with integration, negative social circumstances of minority groups, and to shed light on 
problematic myths in a society which might drive people of minority into a corner. There 
are real problems of perception and action which they identify, and solving and/or 
understanding these issues may prove both relevant and problematic. But while the 
importance of this research is obvious in contemporary society, considering the 
implications of how and on what basis the research is conducted may prove equally 
important. Githens-Mazer, Neumann and Sedgwick, all argue the same fundamental 
question: Radicalization in relation to what?  
 
What do we define as ‘good’ radicalization and ‘bad ‘radicalization’, and how is it possible 
to justify this? The objectification of a subjective term may arguably have consequences 
for our social world, if perceptions of a social group becomes defined and constructed by 
its relation to a field of violence and threat. 
This is a pervasive theme of the project. The idea of underlying discourses around which 
hegemony have been established. The construction of myths surrounding totalities may 
contribute to reproduce the perception of the totality itself, thereby forming our society 
on the basis of a specific narrative. This line of argumentation is taken up by Heath-Kelly: 
“[I] argue that radicalisation knowledge is salient because it produces a possible 
counterfactual to terrorism by inventing a narrative about transitions to militancy, one 
that allows security mechanisms to perform interventions into the supposed production 
of terrorism” and furthermore she argues “how ‘radicalisation’ has been made possible as a 
discourse—one that performs a story about terrorism, and enables the performance of security 
around it.” (2012, p. 398).  
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While the relative nature of myths and perception is forgotten, reality may become what 
we construct it to be. This theme relates to several other aspects. One may include topics 
such as race or nationality as examined through the same perspectives of asking what we 
as societies perceive as common-sense. One could argue for example, that even without 
explicit discrimination, the construction of races as inherently different from each other 
may be contributing to underlying prejudices by an underlying social construction in our 
world. By reproducing this underlying perception, people who feels as belonging to a 
certain racial identity may define themselves to certain degrees based on the underlying 
hegemony. To this extent, the project would suggest that the philosophical considerations 
of relativity and contingency of discourses to be considered in other fields of enquiry.  
 
“In both its nuanced and not-so-nuanced formulations, then, the radicalisation discourse frames 
Muslim individuals and communities through risk—and such deployments are enhanced through the 
simultaneous discourse of the unknown, as only ‘some who come into contact with the source’ become 
radicalised, emphasising the need for security practices that can better identify which Muslims are 
dangerous.” (Heath-Kelly, 2012, p. 401-402). 
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7. Conclusion 
 
For the sake of contextual reminiscence we will repeat our research question here: 
 
Which trends and possible fallacies exist in the discourses on radicalization and how 
are these developed through discursive practice and reflected in the research? 
 
The project aims at suggestive consideration for further research, and not to give any 
concrete evidence to what can be done about the suggested fallacies it displays, but that 
was not its purpose either. By using DT and CDA, the discourse analysis’ aim was 
supposed to be the identification and examination of the discourses at play and the 
interreflection in relation to each other in terms of interdiscursivity and wider social 
relations, in this case revealed to be the relation to the notion of risk. This created a 
critical perspective, where our findings shows that the hegemony in our sample had 
notions of muslims, islam and integration, that was implicitly linked to a discourse 
centered around studying the process of radicalization in terrorism research. 
 
The analysis implicated that radicalization has become the floating signifier around 
which research on many terrorism studies articulates other key signifiers such as 
“muslim” and “radical”. It is a highly debated and rather controversial term which has 
evolved and transformed through the influence of different discourses. While examining 
the pathways, ideological or behavioral, into terror is arguably extremely relevant, there 
exists certain controversial aspects of applying radicalization itself to terror studies. As 
Islam is, understandably when set into the perspective of the terror events of the last 
decade, connected to the field, an underlying discourse of implicitly antagonizing Muslim 
communities has been identified and represented as hegemonic and pervasive. 
Radicalization becomes equated with something to be prevented, but the connection with 
Muslims may cause unanticipated impacts, if the perception of risk becomes distorted. 
This leads to normative considerations of what is justified as a being perceived as a threat 
and a risk, and what is inflated issues, as well as the importance of considering contextual 
relations of integration and security. When a myth is constructed around a specific social 
group such as Muslims, it can lead to the construction of a social imaginary - the myth 
becomes something that permeates across the hegemonic discourse and by time becomes 
‘objective’, and this may cause very real societal issues. Inadvertently reproducing a 
discourse in research that consistently through intertextuality and interdiscursivity 
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draws from a generalized grouping of people, may have negative consequences if the 
discourse is transferred into the public and political sphere. 
 
Furthermore, our findings suggest that an arguably sensitively laden and ideologically 
dominated topic which is likely to be subjectively conceived, can fuel a commonly 
constructed perception of certain population groups. The analysis supports to a certain 
degree the argument that the study of radicalization needs to be detached from Muslims 
and Islam and the perception of risk, in order to break new ground in how we think about 
challenging/disagreeing on the status quo within a society.  
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